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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE REGRET to learn that Mr. Burney, the able and efficient 
chief clerk to Mr. Justice Cu1rry, who has been for a consider- 
able time suffering from rheumatic fever, but was improving in 
health, has recently had a relapse. He is greatly missed, and it 
is earnestly hoped that he will, notwithstanding the check 
which has occurred, speedily regain his strength. 





1891. 





Tue MicRaATORY assistant judge of the Chancery Division has 
descended once more into the level of the court floor of the 
Royal Courts, and has temporarily taken up his abode in 
Probate Court No. 1. Here it is believed he will remain until 
ejected upon the return of Sir C. P. Burr, or until he himself 
goes on circuit. 


Tur Covnctt of the Incorporated Law Society have issued a 
circular to the provincial law societies, in which they refer to 
the steps taken by them in 1884 for the purpose of bringing 
notaries under the same jurisdiction as solicitors. In that year 
they procured the introduction into the House of Lords of a 
Bill providing that the society should have the conduct of the 
examination of all persons applying to be. admitted as notaries, 
who it was proposed should, like solicitors, be admitted by, and 
be subject to the jurisdiction of, the Master of the Rolls. The 
Bill was thrown out on second reading. The council have again 
had the subject under consideration, and they now ask for the 
views of the provincial law societies on the question, whether 
it would be desirable to go to Parliament for the purpose of 
getting the proposed measure passed, and whether the council 
may rely on the support of the various societies. 





We print elsewhere the short Bill which has been introduced 
by the Lord Chancellor ‘‘to amend the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Acts.”” The Bill is distinguished by the peculiarity 
of having no head or marginal notes, and otherwise bears traces 
of having been prepared in haste. The important part of the 
Bill is the first clause, which pro to provide that any person 
who has held the office of Lord Chancellor may, if upon the 
request of the Lord Chancellor he consents to do so, sit and act 
as a judge of the High Court or Court of Appeal with all the 
jurisdiction, power, and authority of a judge of either of those 
courts. It is not stated whether the office referred to is Lord 
Chancellor of Great Britain or Lord Chancellor of Ireland, or 
both. We presume there must be some reasén to suppose that 
an ex-Lord Chancellor is willing to earn his pension in this way, 
and as far as regards the Court of Appeal there would seem to 
be little disadvan in his supplying any temporary vacancy 
which may occur. But it woul be a little odd to have the 

32 








522 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








June 6, 1891. 

















decisions in the High Court of a member of the Supreme Court 
of Appeal overruled by the intermediate Court of Appeal. And 
we 1 not regard with much complacency these attempts to 
provide jobbing judges in place of making the addition to the 
present staff of the Chancery Division which is so urgently 
required. 





Tue Lorp Cnancettor has taken an early opportunity of 
making a graceful return for the recent hospitality of his 
admirers in the Council Chamber at the Law Institution. 
Speaking at the Mansion House on Wednesday evening, he 
took occasion to remark that “people demand that the adminis- 
tration of justice should be carried on with cheapness and 
promptitude: and these are characteristics about which some- 
thing may be said on both sides. With regard to cheapness, 
there is a large, useful, and learned body who are not altogether 
interested in justice being cheap. I remember an old lady who 
was telling me of her grievances against her solicitor. Her 
grievance was that she was occupied a whole day in pointing 
out to him the boundaries of his own property, and he was so 
dead to all sense of justice as to charge her for what she told 
him.” That is to say, Lord Hatssvry informs the world that 
the demand that “the administration of justice should be 
carried on with cheapness” is thwarted by the solicitors, whose 
interest it is that justice should be dear; and he enforces his 
moral by retailing an old lady’s gossip, with the view of shewing 
the nature of the solicitor to be so rapacious that you cannot 
even do him a good turn for himself without his charging you 
for it. Did Lord Hatssury, we may inquire, exercise his power 
of cross-examination on his old lady friend, or did he swallow 
open-mouthed a story which, on the face of it, is difficult of 
acceptance by persons whose opinions and knowledge of 
solicitors are not based on the stage harpy of half a century 
ago? Anyhow, we hope that that old lady and that solicitor 
will be identified, and that we shall hear, sooner or later, the 
full facts of the transaction. 


Tue case of Re Palmer, Palmer v. Hardwick, which has been 
so long before the official referee, came again before the Court 
of Appeal on Monday last. In his judgment, which was read 
by the members of the court, the official referee took occasion 
to comment adversely on the practice of the chancery registrars 
with respect to orders made by the official referees, which, he 
said, caused delay and expense. It appears that the registrars 
do not consider themselves authorized to draw up orders made 
by the official referees, although, when there is a direction by 
the official referee that judgment be entered, the registrars 
draw up and enter judgment in accordance with such direction. 


allow his wife to be called. The clause was withdrawn. We 
may therefore take it that, although the Bill expressly provides 
that “no person shall be compellable to be a witness on any 
such hearing, nor shall such wife or husband be an admissible 
witness on any such hearing without the consent of the person 
so charged, unless so compellable heretofore,” the real objevt is 
to compel every person charged with an offence to give evidence 
and be cross-examined on pain of being taken to have admitted 
his guilt. The mere fact of the person charged declining to 
give evidence is to afford an inference of his guilt. We earnestly 
hope that in the House of Commons some member, retaining 
some vestige of the old superstition that according to English 
law a man is presumed to be innocent until he is proved to be 
guilty, will draw the attention of the House to the doctrine laid 
down by the Lord Chancellor. What is the use of the farcical 
words we have cited from the Bill if this is to be the rule? 





WE ARE GIvEN to understand that a high legal authority, 
having due regard to the decision in Zhe Queen v. Jackson (ante, 
p- 361) as to the power of the courts to hold that supposed 
ancient rules of the law of England may be declared never to 
have existed if they appear to be “tainted,” has come to the 
conclusion that the supposed ordinary incident of an English 
court of justice that its proceedings must be conducted in public, 
in the sense of being open to such of the public as might choose 
to be present, in reality never existed. All the authorities (so 
we gather) by which this supposed incident are supported are 
considered to be “tainted” with the irrational assumption that 
all men are equal in station. Accordingly, it is suggested 
that new Rules of the Supreme Court shall be forthwith framed 
to correct this -misapprehension. They will appropriately 
follow the rules in order 36 II. relating to mode of trial. In 
addition to trial by jury and trial by a judge without a jury, 
there will be introduced 


**TTa4.—T ria. perore DistinGuisHEp Persons. 


**(1) In all actions in the Queen’s Bench Division affecting distin- 
guished persons, whether as parties or witnesses or otherwise, the trial 
shall be conducted exclusively iu the presence of their peers, whether 
male or female, but more particularly female. 

‘* (2) The discretion of deciding who-are the peers of such distinguished 
persons shall be vested in the presiding judge, who shall permit no one 
to be admitted to the court without a ticket signed by himself. 

“*(3) Atleast six days previously to the commencement, and during the 
continuance, of any trial in which any distinguished person shall be con- 
cerned, whether as a party or as a witness or otherwise, an office shall be 
opened, and kept open between the hours of 10 a.m. and 4 p.m., in the 
Central Office of the Supreme Court, to be styled the Queen’s Bench 
Box-office. A box-keeper shall be assigned, and in front of the office 
there shall be exposed to view a plan of the court, shewing the respective 
positions of the bench stalls, dress-circle stalls, balcony stalls, and pit. 





The difficulty in the case before the Court of Appeal arose, in 
the first instance, by reason of the Paymaster refusing to act on | 
an order mado and drawn up by an official referee and filed in | 
the Central Office. Bound, as he is, by strict rules and regula- | 
tions, this order did not commend itself to the Paymaster as being | 
in accordance with the prescribed form, and the result was as | 
before stated. No registrar found himself authorized to draw 
up the order, and hence something like a conflict arose. In 
consequence of the strictures of the official referee the members 
of the Court of Appeal have requested the registrars to consider 
their present practice, and the reasons for it, in order that a rule 
may, if necessary, be framed to supply the omission and confer 
the authority which is stated to be wanting. 





Ovr remarks last week as to one result of the passing of the 
Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill have been unexpectedly con- 
firmed. We said that if the change proposed by the Bill was | 
made every accused person would have to swear his innocence or 
be taken to have admitted his guilt. In the House of Lords | 
Standing Committee on Tuesday Lord Esner moved the addition 
of a clause providing that the mere fact of a person charged 
with an offence declining to be a witness, or to allow his wife to 
be called, should not afford any inference in favour of the guilt 
of the person charged. But the Lord Chancellor strongly ob- 
jected to the clause, and hoped that such an inference would be 
drawn where a person refused to give evidence on his own behalf or to 





All applications for seats shall be entered in registers (hereafter called 
‘ the principal registers’) to be headed respectively ‘ First Morning Per- 
formance,’ ‘ First Afternoon Performance,’ ‘Second Morning Perform- 
ance,’ ‘Second Afternoon Performance,’’ and soon. The judge shall be 
at liberty, if he thinks fit, to establish branch local registers at Mitchell's 
Library in Old Bond-street, or elsewhere, as he may think fit. Provided 
that all entries in such branch local registers shall from time to time be 


| transmitted to the Queeh’s Bench Box-office for registry in the principal 


registers. 

**(4) In case the number of entries for any morning or afternoon per- 
formance of persons approved by the judge as peers of the distinguished 
persons aforesaid shall be in excess of the accommodation, the seats shall 
be ballotted for by the first clerk to the registrars of the Chancery 
Division in manner prescribed by ord. 51, r. 9, with regard to the business 
to be referred to the conveyancing counsel of the court. 

‘* (5) At the same time as any entry is made in the principal or branch 
local registers a requisition may be handed in for the loan of opera- 
glasses, lunch with the judge, or the supply of ices or other light refresh - 
ments during the intervals of the performances. Such requisitions shall, 
when approved by the judge, be forwarded to the assistant paymaster- 
general, and shall be provided for out of the Suitors’ Fee Fund. 

**(6) The term ‘distinguished persons’ shall, for the purposes of this 
order, include any royal personages or any persons who in the opinion of 
the judge shall be persons in society.” 





WE report elsewhere a case of Je Withall, in which Mr. 
Justice Norru and the Court of Appeal, overruling the decision 
of the taxing master, have reverted to the old strictness of inter- 
pretation of the Remuneration Order. The question arose on 
the words of rule 11 in Part I. of the order, providing that 
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“the scale for negotiating shall apply in cases where the 
solicitor of a vendor or purchaser arranges the sale or purchase, 
and the price and terms and conditions thereof, and no commis- 
sion 18 paid by the client to an auctioneer or estate or other agent.” 
In the recent case the owner of a building estate appointed 
a local surveyor to act in the general management of his 
estate with a view to its development as a building pro- 
perty, agreeing to pay him as remuneration for such general 
management a percentage on the capitalized value at twenty- 
five years’ purchase of rents reserved by leases granted 
during his agency and on the purchase-money of all lands sold 
during such agency. During the illness of the surveyor the 
owner of the estate summoned his solicitor to arrange a sale, 
and the sale and price and terms and conditions were actually 
arranged by the solicitor—of course, to some extent, in con- 
sultation with the surveyor. Afterwards the surveyor was 
paid his commission on the purchase-money, and the ques- 
tion then arose whether the solicitor could claim his negotiating 
fee. The taxing master held that he was entitled to it, on the 
ground that the payment to the surveyor was not a payment in 
respect of that particular sale, ‘‘ which the surveyor neither 
effected nor negotiated,” but for general services rendered as an 
estate agent or manager, who, instead of receiving an annual 
salary, was paid by a percentage. He would have been entitled 
to the percentage if he had never been consulted about the sale. 
Mr, Justice Norru admitted this, and said that if the surveyor 
had not been called in or consulted about the sale, the payment 
to him would not have prevented the solicitor from obtaining 
the negotiating fee. But the learned judge and the Court of 
Appeal considered that the surveyor had done “some part of 
the work ; he had taken a material and essential part in it” ; 
he was to be paid for that work, and it was immaterial that the 
sum paid to him as commission covered other work besides the 
work done in this particular sale. In other words, the “ commis- 
sion” referred to in rule 11 does not mean ‘commission paid 
entirely in respect of the sale’’; and it would appear that where- 
ever there is an estate agent, paid by commission for his general 
services, who is consulted with reference to a pending sale, the 
solicitor who negotiates it and settles the price, terms, and con- 
ditions will be unable to obtain his negotiating fee. 





In THE RECENT case of Re Cunningham and Frayling’s Contract 
(39 W. R. 469) Sriruine, J., adopted the view that a trustee 
who has any active duties to perform cannot be regarded 
as a “bare trustee” within the meaning of that expression 
as used in section 5 of the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, 
and section 48 of the Land Transfer Act, 1875. It is curious 
that an expression like this should have been introduced into 
Acts of Parliament without any indication of the meaning 
to be attached to it, and, though both sections are now repealed, 
the question is still one of practical importance. It was sug- 
gested in Dart’s Vendors and Purchasers (5th ed., p. 517, and 
see 6th ed., p. 587) that it denoted “a trustee to whose office no 
duties were originally attached, or who, although such duties 
were originally attached to his office, would, on the requisition 
of his cestuis que trust, be compellable in equity to convey the 
estate to them or by their direction, and has been requested by 
them so to convey it.” In Christie v. Ovington (24 W. R. 204, 
1 Ch. D. 279) Hatt, V.C., said that, in his opinion, where there 
was a trustee whose trust was to convey, and the time had 
arrived for a conveyance by him, he would be a bare trustee 
within the above statutes; and he approved of the definition 
just quoted, omitting only the concluding words, “‘ has been 
requested by them so to convey it.” In other words, a bare 
trustee is one who has no further active duties to perform in 
connection with the trust, save only the duty of conveying the 
estate at the direction of the beneficial owners; and this concep- 
tion of the meaning of the phrase has been generally adopted. 
It was, however, adversely criticized by Jesset, M.R., in Morgan 
v. Swansea Urban Sanitary Authority (27 W. R. 283, 9 Ch. D. 
582), who boldly hazarded the suggestion that a bare trustee 
means a trustee who has no beneficial interest—a person, that is, 
who is a trustee and nothing more. In that case the trustee 
had a beneficial interest, and, therefore, according to this defini- 


come within that category if he had had no such interest, but 
had had active duties to perform, this question Jzsszt, M.R., 
refrained from positively deciding. The case of Re Docwra (29 
Ch. D. 693) does not throw much light on the question. The 
trustees there, indeed, had a beneficial interest, but a sale of the 
estate had been ordered and their interests were bound by the 
order. There was left, therefore, only their estate as trustees, 
aud, as to this, they had nothing to do but to convey by the 
direction of the court. It would seem, therefore, that they 
were barg trustees both according to Haut, V.C., and Jzsse, 
M.R. On the literal meaning of the words the definition of the 
latter is by no means unreasonable, but in the recent case 
Stinuine, J., adopted the view of Hatt, V.C., as being more in 
accordance with the general opinion of the profession. Hence 
the heir of the last surviving trustee, in whom was vested a 
power to sell and a power to appoint new trustees, was held, by 
reason of the active duties which he had to perform, or, at least, 
which he might perform, to be more than a bare trustee, 





Ir sEEMs To be doubtful whether section 46 (6) of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, will bear the construction put upon it by 
Kexewicn, J., in Re Smith's Settled Estates (ante, p. 481). Land 
comprised in a settlement was put up for sale by the tenant for 
life in lots, but, with the exception of two small lots, was not 
sold. The costs of the attempted sale exceeded the purchase- 
moneys received for the lots sold. The question thereupon 
arose whether the surplus costs could be- charged upon the 
settled land. Two sections in the Act, dealing with the payment 
of costs, were referred to. Section 21, which specifies the modes 
in which capital money arising under the Act may be applied, 
includes in sub-section (x.) the “‘ payment of costs, charges, and 
expenses of, or incidental to, the exercise of any of the powers” 
of the Act. The effect of the word “incidental” was considered 
by Srretine, J., in Re Llewellin (36 W. R. 347, 37 Ch. D. 317), 
and it was held to include costs incurred by the tenant for life 
in properly defending an action brought against him in reference 
to the sale. But, as the purchase-money was considerable, there 
was apparently no need to resort to the rest of the estate for 

ayment. Such a course can be adopted under section 46 (6), 

ut is not this confined to the costs of applications to the court ? 
It provides that ‘‘the court shall have f wer to make such 
pad as it thinks fit respecting the costs, charges, or expenses 
ofall or any of the parties to any application, and may, if it 
thinks fit, order that all or any of those costs, charges, or 
expenses be paid out of property subject to the settlement.” 
In the recent case of Re Smith’s Settled Estates Kexewicu, J., 
seems to have relied upon this as giving him power to direct the 
surplus expenses of the abortive sale to be paid out of the estate, 
but the decision is hardly consistent with the apparent restriction 
of the sub-section to the costs of a to the court. The 
Act, indeed, seems to contemplate that the costs of the sale will 
be paid out of the purchase-moneys, and does not expressly pro- 
vide for the case where these moneys are insufficient for the pur- 
pose. 





Tue pectston in Barker v. Furlong (1891, 2 Ch. 172) is one of 
some interest both to lawyers and auctioneers. Furniture was 
by marriage settlement vested in trustees in trust for 8., the 
intended wife, for life, with remainder as she should appoint by 
will. The marriage took place; 8. died, having by her will 
appointed Barker, the plaintiff, her executor and trustee, and 
given the furniture to him on certain trusts. Barker took posses- 
sion of the furniture, and then allowed A., a limited beneficiary 
under §.’s will, to take possession. A. sent it to the sale-room 
of the defendant Furtonc, an auctioneer, who sold it, and 
handed the proceeds to A. Barker then brought his action, 
claiming the full value of the furniture from A., and the 
amount of the sale moneys from Furtone, the auctioneer. The 
trustees of the settlement made no claim to, and after the 
institution of the action disclaimed, the furniture. FuRtone 
by his defence (1) set up the jus ¢ertit in the trustees of the 
settlement, and (2) alleged that he never converted the goods. 
The case was decided against him, on the grounds (1) “that 





tion, he could not be a bare trustee. But whether he would have 





where there is a right of immediate possession coupled with a 
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title to goods, though the title may be not perfect against, or 
may be even liable to be defeated by the claim of a third person, 
t, if that third person has not intervened, a wrongdoer 
dealing with the chattels cannot set up the title of that third 
rson as an answer to an action against him for his wrong- 
oing”’ ; and (2) that where “ the auctioneer receives the goods 
into his custody, and on selling hands over the goods to the 
purchasers with a view to passing the property in them, he has 
converted the goods.” The judge distinguished the cases of a 
carrier and packing agent, who ‘are generally held uot to have 
converted, because by their acts they merely purport to change 
the position of the goods, and not the property in them.” The 


moral is that auctioneers who take goods into their possession | 


for the purpose of sale must be careful to see that the person 
who employs them has a good title to the goods. 





THe case of Jones v. Foley (1891, 1 Q. B. 730)° has an 
important bearing on the law of forcible entry and warrants of 
possession under 1 & 2 Vict.c. 74. The plaintiff had refused 
to give up a cottage at the end of his tenancy to the defendant, 
who, after waiting for about two months, applied for and 


obtained a warrant of justices, under 1 & 2 Vict. ¢. 74, directing | 


the constables to give possession after the expiration of twenty- 
one days from the date of the warrant. On the same day that 
the warrant was obtained, ‘‘ but later in the day,” the defendant, 
who was desirous of rebuilding the cottage, commenced to pull 
it down by removing-a portion of the roof, and on a subsequent 
day, within the twenty-one days, removed another portion. The 
plaintiff's furniture having been damaged on both occasions, he 
recovered damages in the county court for trespass and injury 
to his furniture, the county court judge ruling that the justices’ 
warrant entitled the plaintiff to possession during the twenty- 
one days, and that, even if the warrant did not so entitle him, 
the removal of the roof was, if the jury should find (as they 
did) that it amounted to taking possession by force, indictable 
as a forcible entry, so as to make the defendant liable in 
damages for the injury to the plaintiff’s furniture. The High 
Court, however (Day and Lawrance, JJ.) have held that the 
action was not maintainable. On the point of extended posses- 
sion during the twenty-one days from the date of the warrant 
this judgment is clearly correct. On any other view of the law, 
tenants within the meaning of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 74, would be able 
to get a twenty-one day’s extended tenancy for nothing. But 
we cannot think it equally clear that the commencement to 
demolish a man’s house is not the commencement of a forcible 
entry of it, so as, on the authority of Beddall v. Maitland (17 
Ch. D. 174), to render the party making the entry liable for 
damage done to the property of the party in possession. We 
observe, by the way, that Day, J., appears to have doubted the 
correctness of Beddall y. Maitland, which is another reason for 
attentively considering Jones v. Foley. 


THE CONTRACTS OF MARRIED WOMEN. 


Tux recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Stogdon v. Lee 
(39 W. R. 467), so far as it affirned the rule that the validity of 
a married woman’s contract depends upon the circumstance of 
her having ——— property at the date of entering into the 
contract, hardly adds any additional certainty to the recognized 
construction of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. The 
matter was put with great clearness by Pearson, J., in Re 
Shakespear (33 W. BR. 744, 30 Ch. D. 169), and no doubt has 
been subsequently expressed upon it. “In my opinion,” he 
said, ‘‘according to the true construction of the Act, the con- 
tract which is to bind separate property must be entered into at 
a time when the married woman has existing separate property. 
If she has such property her contract will bind it. 1f she 
afterwards commits a breach of the contract, and proceedings 
are taken against her for the reach of contract, any separate 
property which she has acquired since the date of the con- 
tract, and which she has at the time when judgment is 
recovered against licr, will be liable for the breach of contract. 


Bat the Act does not enable her, by means of a contract entered | 


into at atime when she has no existing separate property, to | 


| bind any possible contingent separate property.” This con- 
| struction of the Act depends upon the general tenor of sub- 
| sections (2), (3), and (4) of section 1, which assume the exist- 
ence of separate property at the date of the contract, and then 
allow the liability to be imposed also on separate property sub- 
sequently acquired. But the exact reasoning by which it can 
be supported is not now material. The construction was adopted 
in Palliser v. Gurney (35 W. R. 760, 19 Q. B. D. 519) by Lord 
Esuer, M.R., and Linpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ., sitting as a divi- 
sional court, and the latter case was followed without hesitation 
by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and 
| Fry, L.JJ.) in Stogdon v. Lee. 

But the mere existence of separate property at the date of 
the contract is by no means conclusive of its validity. It is true 
that, by sub-section (3) of section 1, every contract entered into 
by a married woman is to be deemed to be entered into by her 
| with respect to, and to bind, her separate property, but this is 
subject to the concluding words of the section. It is only a 
| presumption which will arise “‘unless the contrary be shewn,” 
| and in reference to these words the recent decision of the Court 
of Appeal in Braunstein v. Lewis (reported elsewhere) is of con- 
siderable importance. 

An important limitation was put upon them by Vavenan 
| Wittras, J., in Bonner v. Lyon (38 W. R. 541), where he held 
| that ‘the contrary” could in no case be shewn by evidence of 
| the actual intention of the married woman not to contract with 
| respect to, and to bind, her separate property, but that it must 
, appear from the nature of the property itself. ‘The words 
| ‘unless the contrary be shewn,’ in reference to her separate 
| property being bound by her contract, should be, in my opinion, 

interpreted as, ‘unless the separate property be of such a 
/nature that suelf presumption (the presumption set up by the 
Act) cannot arise.” 

| Assuming this to be the correct interpretation, and there 
seems to be no reason to doubt it, the process of deciding 
whether a married woman’s contract creates any liability con- 
sists of two steps ; first, it must be ascertained whether she had 
| any separate property existing at the date of the contract; and, 
if so, there is the second inquiry whether there is anything 
in its nature to rebut the statutory presumption that the 
married woman’s contract was entered into with respect to it 
_and so as to bind it. The easiest case is where the separate 
property is inalienable. This in itself, as was pointed out by 
the Court of Appeal in Zarrison v. Harrison (36 W. R. 749, 13 
P. D. 180), is sufficient to “shew the contrary” within the 
meaning of sub-section (3), for the married woman cannot be 
deemed to have entered into a contract with regard to property 
which she could not alienate. And accordingly it is now well 
_ recognized that the contract imposes no liability if the only sepa- 
rate property which the married woman has is subject to a re- 
straint on anticipation. 

In this last case the statutory presumption was rebutted by 
the circumstance that the separate property was inalienable, but 
_ the same effect is produced whenever the nature of the property 

is such that the married woman could not be supposed to have 
intended to subject it to liability. In Leake v. Driffield (38 W.R. 
93, 24 Q. B. D. 98) the only separate property consisted of the 
necessary clothes of the married woman and of her children, 
purchased out of her separate income, and it was held that the 
possession of these did not give validity to her contract. Re- 
ferring to the circumstance of inalienability, on which Harrison 
|v. Harrison was decided, Marurw, J., said it would be equally 
unreasonable to assume that a married woman entered into a 
| contract with reference to property which she could not do with- 
|out. His judgment, therefore, was grounded on the circum- 
stance that the clothes were necessaries. With ¢his decision is 
| naturally contrasted that in Bonner v. Lyon (supra), where 
the separate property consisted of jewellery and expensive 
articles of dress, such as furs and sealskin jackets, which were 
not necessaries. It may, of course, be said that it is very un 
likely that the married woman would contract with a view to 
making these things liable, and so possibly losing them, but this 


| looks rather at her actual intention, which, as we have seen, is 


immaterial. If the nature of the soem 4 is such that the 
married woman could without absurdity be deemed to have con- 
tracted with regard to it, then liability attaches however im- 





















June 6, 1891. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. | 


_[Vol. 35.]_ 525, 








robable it may be that she would have meant to bind it. The 
words ‘‘ without absurdity ’’ we have incorporated here from the 
judgment of the Master of the Rolls in Braunstein v. Lewis, and, 
of course, they give scope toa good deal of difference of opinion. 
It may be granted that it would be absurd to suppose that a 
married woman in a respectable position intended to contract with 
reference to ordinary articles of clothing, while there is no such 
absurdity in supposing her to contract with reference to expen- 
sive luxuries. Thus Leake v. Driffield and Bonner v. Lyon simply 
represent the opposite extremes. But between these there are 
likely to arise numerous cases by no means easy of decision. 
Upon the whole, however, it seems clear that the possession of 
actual necessaries will not lend validity to a married woman’s 
contract, nor, probably, will the possession of articles which 
are suitable for the married woman’s position in life. 

There remains the question of the possession of money, and 


though any sum, however small, would seem to satisfy the re- | 


quirement that the married woman must have separate estate at 
the date of the contract, it appears from Braunstein v. Lewis that 
the smallness of the amount may be sufficient to “‘ shew the con- 
trary’? within the meaning of sub-section (3), to rebut, that is, 
the statutory presumption that the married woman contracted with 
reference to it. In that case the wife’s property had, upon her 
marriage, been settled on herself for life for her separate use 
with a restraint on anticipation, with limitations over to the 
issue of the marriage. During the marriage a sum of £400 
was borrowed on mortgage, and both the husband and wife 
entered into the covenant to repay it. At this time the only 
separate property of the wife not subject to a restraint upon 
anticipation was a sum of £3 or £4 consisting of income from 
her property, and which was partly in her own hands and ey 
in the hands of her trustees. Hence, in the action which was 
subsequently brought against her on the covenant, the question 
arose whether this sum was sufficient to support the contract, and 
the Court of Appeal held that it was not. As in the cases above 
referred to, the judgments went upon the probability of the 
intention of the parties. Having regard to the amount of the 
separate property and to the amount of the sum named in the 
covenant, it was absurd, said the Master of the Rolls, to suppose 
that either party contracted with reference to it. Hence the 
contrary was shewn, within the meaning of sub-section (3), and 
the married woman had not rendered herself liable. Thus, as 
already pointed out, the statutory presumption that a married 
woman contracts with respect to and to bind her separate pro- 
perty is rebutted whenever the supposition that this is really the 
case would involve an absurdity. Leake v. Driffield shews that in 
the case of certain kinds of property this test can be applied 
with some degree of certainty, but when the property consists of 
money other considerations arise, and it is not easy to see what 
will be the result of the decision in Braunstein v. Lewis. For one 
thing it ignores entirely the consideration that, if the contract is 
binding at all, it will bind also future-acquired separate property. 
But, this being the case, there is nothing absurd in supposing that 
a married woman, with only a small amount of money in hand, 
enters into a contract of much larger amount with the intention 
of satisfying it out of such future property. Thus, the mere 
smallness of the amount of the existing separate property is not 
in itself conclusive to shew that the married woman did not 
contract so as to bind it, and hence it may be suggested that 
‘the’ contrary” is not shewn as required by sub-section (3). 
Apparently no proof of actual expectation of future property 
would be admitted, as this would be equivalent to letting in 
evidence of the actual intention of the married woman. All 
that the court can do is to look at the nature of the separate 
property, and this must be in itself conclusive that the contract 
was not entered into with reference to it. Having regard, 
therefore, to the liability of after-acquired property, it may be 
doubted whether a sum of money, even though small in amount, 
necessarily leads to such a conclusion. . 

But, assuming the decision to be clear under the actual cir- 
cumstances, what is the legitimate outcome of it? A sum of £3 
or £4 had to be contrasted with £400. Lord Justice Kay some- 
what unnecessarily intensified the difference by contrasting the 
imaginary sums of £2 10s. and £1,000, It would have been 
more useful to state what would be the effect of the ession 
of a substantial sum of, say, £30 or £40, It is probably just as 


absurd to suppose that either party would really have entered 
into a contract for £400 on the strength of this. Indeed, if we 
have to consider the matter in this way, it is not clear how we 
can stop short of the conclusion that the married woman must, 
at the date of the contract, have sufficient existing separate 
property to meet all liability under it. Such a result would at 
least have the merit of certainty, and, since the decision in 
Braunstein v. Lewis, it will probably be prudent to adopt it as 
the test of the married woman’s capacity to contract. It may, 
of course; be said that any substantial sum will do; but, till the 
Court of Appeal has given some indication on this point, and on 
the amount which may be considered to constitute a substantial 
sum, persons entering into contracts with married women will 
do well to avoid raising the question. 








MONEY PAID BY MISTAKE. 


In attempting to recover money which has been paid under a 
mistake, it is of course essential to determine whether the mis- 
take was one of fact or of law. In the latter case the rule is 
that it cannot be recovered back, while in the former it may, and 
the distinction seems to be too well established for it ever to be 
shaken. 

Originally, indeed, it appears to have been thought that 
money could be recovered back whenever it was against the 
conscience of the person who had received it to retain it, and 
this of course would include money paid under a mistake of law 
as well as money paid under a mistake of facts. This was the 
opinion of Lord Kenyon (2 East, at p. 471) and Sir James 
MAnsFrELD was content to rely upon it for his decision in 
Brisbane v. Dacres (5 Taunt., at p. 161). But in the previous 
ease of Lowry v. Bourdieu (Dougl. 471) Buiier, J., had said 
that, where there was no mistake of fact, or ignorance of fact, 
money could not be recovered back, in accordance with the 
maxim, iynorantia legis non excusat, and this view of the matter 
was definitely adopted, in opposition to the opinion of Lord 
Kenyon, by Lord Extennoroven, C.J., in Bilbie v. Lumley. 
“ Every man,” he said, ‘‘ must be taken to be cognizant of the 
law; otherwise there is no saying to what extent the excuse of 
ignorance might not be carried.” : 

With respect to payments made under a mistake of fact, these 
were formerly treated with a certain amount of strictness, and 
there was an impression that a party could not avail himself of 
the mistake if he had, at the time, the means of obtaining 
correct knowledge. The opinion seems to have been founded on 
a dictun of Bayey, J., in Milnes v. Duncan (6 B. & C., at p. 
677), where he stated the rule to be that if a man “pay money 
under a mistake of the real facts, and no /Jaches are imputable 
to him (in respect of his omitting to avail himself of the means 
of knowledge within his power), he may recover back such 
money.” In Aelly v. Solari (9 M. & W. 54) this statement was 
set up on behalf of the defendant, to whom money had been paid 
by the plaintiff under a bond fide forgetfulness of facts which dis- 
entitled the defendant to receive it. The plaintiff was a director 
of an insurance company in which the husband of the defendant 
had in 1836 effected a policy on his life for £200. In October, 
1840, he died, having failed to pay the _— which was due 
inthe September preceding. In November the actuary informed 
two of the directors that the policy had lapsed, but in the 
following February the defendant applied for and received the 
sum secured by the —s Upon the plaintiff suing to recover 
it, Lord Antycer, C.B., directed the jury that, if the directors 
had had knowledge, or the means of knowledge, that the polic 
had lapsed, then the plaintiff, who was suing on their behal 4 
could not recover, but upon the application for a new trial he 
admitted that he had laid down the rule too broadly. After 
stating that it was clear that money paid with full knowledge of 
the facts, although under ignorance of law, could not be re- 
covered back again, he said that such knowledge, to disentitle 
the party from recovering, must be a knowledge existing in the 
mind at the time of payment. At the same time, he excluded 
from the benefit of the mistake a person who, although he might 
by investigation learn the state of facts more accurately, yet 
declined to do so, and chose to make the payment notwith- 
standing. And in Townsend v. Crowdy (8 C. B. N. 8. 477) this 
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result was accepted as correct. Wits, J., said: ‘Since the 
case of Kelly v. Solari it has been established that it is not 
enough that the party had the means of learning the truth if he 
had chosen to make inquiry. The only limitation now is that 
he must not waive all inquiry.” 

It seems, however, that the mistake must be one which affects 
the right of the person to whom the payment is made to receive 
the money, and not merely the advisability of the payment being 
made. This was curiously illustrated in Arken v. Short (1 H_& 
N., at p. 210). The defendant, an executrix, was entitled to £200, 
lent by her testator in his lifetime and secured by a bond and 
equitable mortgage given by C. C. sold the mortgaged property 
to a bank, subject to the charges thereon. When the executrix 
applied to C. for payment, he referred her to the bank, and the 
latter, to clear the property, paid off the £200. Subsequently 
it appeared that C. had no title to the property, and the 
bank claimed to recover the money from the defendant, on 
the ground that it had been paid under a mistake of fact. 
But the court rejected the claim. ‘In order,” said Bram- 
WELL, B., ‘‘to entitle a person to recover back money paid 
under a mistake of fact, the mistake must be as to 
a fact which, if true, would make the person paying 
liable to pay the money; not where, if true, it would merely 
make it desirable that he should pay the money.” Here the 
money was, in fact, due to the defendant, and the bank, 
although under no liability, paid it because they thought it was 
for their interest to do so. 

In the same case Pratt, B., recurred to the old notion as to 
the liability to refund, saying: ‘‘ The action for money had and 
received lies only for money which the defendant ought to 
refund ex equo et bono.” But although this as a general maxim 
is not now accepted, for many payments made in mistake of law 
would then have to be refunded, yet a different rule prevails 
with regard to payments made to officers of the court. In Er 
parte James (Li. R. 9 Ch., at p. 614) James, L.J., said that the 
principle that money paid under a mistake of law could not be 
recovered was not to be pressed too far, and that there were 
several cases in which the Court of Chancery had held itself not 
strictly bound by it. There the mistaken payment had been 
made to a trustee in bankruptcy, and the case was an appeal in 
bankruptcy. The Lord Justice went on to say that the Court of 
Bankruptcy ought to be as honest as other people, and that the 
trustee, having in his hands money which in equity belonged to 
someone else, ought to be directed by the court to set an 
example to the world by paying it to the person really entitled 
to it. This proposition was characterized by Lord Esuer, M.R., 
in Ex parte Simmonds (16 Q. B. D., at p. 312) as a good, a 
righteous, and a wholesome one, and he eagerly adopted it. 
The court, he said, allowed a party who had obtained money 
under a mistake of law to do a shabby thing, but this was 
merely in order to avoid a greater evil—in order, that is, to put 
an end to litigation. So, again, in Re Brown (32 Ch. D. 597) 
Kay, J., directed the trustee in the liquidation of a beneficiary 
under a will, who had, by mistake of law, received a payment 
in excess, to make this good out of other money coming to the 
beneficiary. 

A recent application of the same principle has been made by 
Kexewicn, J., in Re The Opera (Limited) (39 W. R. 398). There 
the sheriff, acting for execution creditors, seized goods of the 
company and also received the takings of the theatre. The 
peste he gave up, relying on the takings, but to these, in con- 
sequence of the winding-up proceedings, he had, as it turned 
out, no title. By reason of his mistake in giving up the goods 
the liquidator obtained both the takings and the goods, but the 
court held that the mistake must be rectified, and that the 
sheriff must have the goods which he ought originally to have 
sold. “If,” said Kexewicn, J., ‘the assets in the hands of an 
officer of the court, on behalf of creditors or others, have been 
increased by a transaction occasioned by an honest mistake of 
law, then, notwithstanding that such mistake is not capable of 
rectification as between ordinary adverse litigants, the court will 
compel its officers to recognize the rules of honesty as between 
man and man, and to act accordingly.” Probably no great 
harm would be done if the principle thus clearly recognized as 
the right one for the court itself to adopt were also recognized 
and enforced as a rule of conduct for the world generally, 





REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF FRAUD. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO FRAUD AND MISREPRESENTA- 
TION. By the Hon. FREDERICK MoncreEtrr, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


This book contains a very interesting and valuable discussion of the 
controversy which was raised, but by no means terminated, by Peek 
v. Derry (38 W. R. 33, 14 App. Cas. 337). It deals first with the 
remedy by damages in an action of deceit, and then with rescission 
and the remedies depending on it. Against the view taken by the 
House of Lords that no action will lie for a misrepresentation unless 
it is accompanied with actual fraud, a variety of objections are taken. 
There was certainly a doctrine in equity that a party might, under 
certain circumstances, be compelled to make good his representations 
although he did not know that they were false, and since the Judi- 
cature Acts apparently this doctrine ought to prevail (p. 24). But 
the great difficulty is that Burrows v. Lock (10 Ves. 474) and Slim v. 
Croucher (1 De G. F. & J. 525), which were decided on this doctrine, 
and were expressly left untouched by leek v. Derry, appear to be 
irreconcilable with it. This point is now under the consideration of 
the Court of Appeal in Zow v. Bouverie, in which judgment was re- 
served last sittings. A further question is raised as to why an action 
for negligence should not lie in the case of a false statement being care- 
lessly made. It is said that, apart from contract, there is no duty to use 
reasonable care to tell the truth, but, as is pointed out (p. 154), this is 
not altogether consistent with the cases, such as George v. Skivington 
(L. R. 6 Ex. 1) and Heaven v. Pender (11 Q. B. D. 511), which 
allow damages for negligence to be recovered by parties with whom 
there was no contract. In examining the judgments in Peek v. Derry 
Mr. Moncreiff refers particularly to the identification by Cotton, 
L.J. (p. 129) of the two cases where a false statement is made 
recklessly, and that where it is made without any reasonable grounds 
for believing it to be true. The judgment of Lord Herschell assumes, 
of course, that the cases may be distinguished. But it is at least 
open to doubt whether the fact that a statement was made without 
reasonable grounds does not amount to evidence that it was made 
recklessly, and this view is op, | put by the author, who also 
urges that statements so made really impart moral blame, and are 
therefore fraudulent. The task which Mr. Moncreiff has undertaken 
has been handled carefully and with considerable ability, and the 
work will well repay perusal. 





LOCAL TAXATION. 


Town Ho.pines. THIRD VOLUME. BEING A DIGEST OF THE 
REPORT OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE OF THE HovUsE or CoMMONS 
ON LEASEHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT, AND A DIGEST OF THE EvVI- 
DENCE GIVEN IN 1890 As TO TAXATION OF GROUND-RENTS AND 
LAND VALUES. Cassell & Co. (Limited). 

On former occasions we have dealt at some length with the results 
which Messrs. Cassell & Co. have usefully collected in these volumes, 
but last year the Select Committee, in taking up that part of the 
inquiry which dealt with rating, left the safe ground of experience 
and were concerned largely in examining the conflicting views of 
theorists. This volume, therefore, which records their labours, has 
not the same interest as the previous ones. The instruction to the 
committee was to inquire ‘‘into the question of imposing a direct 
assessment on the owners of ground-rents, and on the owners of 
increased values imparted to land by building operations or other im- 
provements,” but this naturally involved an examination of the effect 
of the present system of rating, and one tempting theme was the 
question of the actual incidence of local taxation. In spite of the 
fact that the rates are largely paid by the occupiers, it is at least a 
plausible opinion that they fall, in the long run, upon the landlords, 
and that a transfer of the apparent burden to them would siniply 
involve an increase of rents. This branch of the subject is dealt with 
very fully in Part III. Another important question relates to the 
effect of the expenditure of the rates on the value of property, and 
whether, assuming that they really fall upon the occupiers, this latter 
class get the proper return for their money. Where the rates go to 
permanent improvements, and these are paid for in a limited time, 
of course the owners, upon the above assumption,~benefit at the 
expense of the occupiers; but a great portion of the rates represents 
current expenditure for the direct benefit of the occupiers. In eny 
case, between the freeholder and the occupier there may be inter- 
mediate lessees, deriving fixed and terminable incomes from the 
property, who can in no case derive any benefit from the improve- 
ments effected out of the rates. An interesting typical case 1s given 
at p. 78, and it deserves the consideration of those who would divide 
the rates between the occupier and all persons interested above him 
in the property. Other matters dealt with are, the creation of new 
rates and the rise in old rates, the division of rates between owners 


and ozcupiers, the separate valuation of land and buildings, the 
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rating of vacant land and empty houses, and the proposal for a muni- 
cipal death duty. The volume concludes with a chapter on the 
direct assessment of ground-rents, the immediate object of the inquiry 
of the committee. At the conclusion of the session they contented 
themselves with reporting the evidence to the House, and recom- 
mending the re-appointment of a committee in the present session. 


AUCTIONEERS. 


AUCTIONEERS: THEIR DUTIES AND LIABILITIES. A MANUAL OF 
INSTRUCTION AND COUNSEL FOR THE YOUNG AUCTIONEER. By 
Rosert Sqursss, Auctioneer. Second Edition, Revised and Partly 
Re-written. Crosby Lockwood & Son. 


We are glad to see another edition of this useful work. To a large 
extent it treats of common matters of law with which an auctioneer 
is bound to have some acquaintance in order to carry on his business 
with safety, but the principles which regulate them, and the cases 
which have been decided on them, are set out with so much clearness 
that the popularity of the book with those for whom it is intended is 
likely to be of long duration. The author derives a good deal of 
satisfaction from the records which shew the antiquity of sales 
by auction, and takes care to notice how the Roman Empire 
was once knocked down to the highest bidder for 6,250 drachmws. 
Of equal interest is the fact that in the early years of the Chris- 
tian era auctioneers were already getting their commission of two 

r cent. A pleasant variation from the severer topics of the 

ook is afforded by the chapter on particulars of sale (p. 99), in 
which the language by which purchasers may lawfully be attracted 
is discussed, and some curious details given as to the facts which 
usually lie behind the assertion that the future owner of the charming 
country residence will find himself in the midst of Bown society.” 
Other chapters which deal with matters specially relating to auc- 
tioneers are those on valuing (chapter 7), on the auctioneer’s general 
practice (chapter 8), and land and Sees agency (chapter 9). The last 
contains a useful section on distress for rent. The book fitly ends 
with a dissertation on the ethics of auctioneering, wherefrom the 
young auctioneer will gain many hints as to the proper way of 
conducting his business, and will discover how it is that, in this pursuit, 
as in others, special aptitude, which in general depends on careful 
preparation and continued "we pip sa produces special success. 
Auctioneers may be congratulated on having so pleasing a writer to 
minister to their special needs. 
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A Treatise on the Law relating to the Carriage of Goods by Sea. 
By Tuomas GILBERT CARVER, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second 
Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Supplement to Robson’s Treatise on the Law of Bankruptcy, 
containing the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, and Appendix. By GEORGE 
Youne Rosson, Barrister-at- Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited), 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ARMOUR ». BATE—No. 1, 28th May. 


PracttcE—DEFAULT—NON-APPEARANCE OF PLAINTIFF AT TRIAL—JUDGMENT 
DIsMIssING AcTtion—Form or Jupgment—R. 8. C., XXXVI, 32. 


Tke plaintiff having brought an action to recover a sum of £300 
deposited by him with the defendant, the defendant admitted the deposit, 
and pleaded that the plaintiff was formerly in his service, and that the 
£300 was deposited in lieu of a fidelity guarantee upon the terms that the 
defendant should hold the sum as security for the faithful performance of 
the plaintiff's duties, and should indemnify himself for any loss he might 
sustain by reason of the plaintiff not faithfully performing his duties ; 
that the plaintiff acted negligently and dishonestly in his employment, 
and by reason thereof the defendant suffered loss to an extent exceeding 
£300. The plaintiff joined issue upon the defence. At the trial the plain- 
tiff did not appear, and, upon the application of the defendant, without 
any evidence being given in support of the defence, Wills, J., gave judg- 
ment for the defendant. The plaintiff ap ed, contending that, as the 
burden of proof lay on the defendant, and he gave no evidence, he was 
not entitled to judgment under ord. 36, r. 32; and. further, that, if that 
rule did apply, the defendant was only entitled to judgment dismissing the 
action. 


Tux Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lopgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the | 


appeal, but varied the judgment by making it a judgment dismissing the 
action. Lord Esngr, M.R., said that ord. 36, r. 32, was explicit that 
‘‘if, when a trial is called on, the defendant appears, and the plaintiff 
does not appear, the defendant, if he has no counter-claim, shall be entitled 
to judgment dismissing the action.’?’ The judge had not to inquire on 
whom the burden of proof lay ; his duty was simply to give judgment in 
accordance with the rule. The next question was, what was the form of 
judgment to which the defendant was entitled. It was contended that 








the judgment being entered for the defendant would me Oe the 
charges made against the plaintiff had been proved, wlereas the plaintiff 
had only been guilty of not appearing at the trial, and that the j 

ought to be simply one dismissing the action. In the forms the 
schedule to the o there was no form of judgment dismissing an 
action. As far as he knew there was no such form of judgment known at 
common law. In the old Court of Chancery there was a form of order 
which, after reciting that the cause came on for hearing and no one 
attended for the plaintiff, stated that ‘‘ this court doth order that the 
plaintiff's bill do stand dismissed out of this court with costs’’ (see 
Seton on Decrees, 3rd ed., 1133); and by the Chancery Consolidated 
Orderg (ord. 23, r. 13) such dismissal of the bill was equivalent to a 
dismissal on the merits, and might be pleaded in bar to another suit for 
the same matter. Those orders had repealed, and ord. 36, r. 32, 
was applicable to both divisions of the High Court. ‘There seemed to be a 
form of order in the Chancery Division (see Seton on Decrees, 4th ed., 
1543) that the action coming on for trial, no one ap ing for the 
plaintiff, ‘‘ this court doth order that this action do stand dismissed out of 
this court with costs.’”” There was no special form in the rules for this 
new kind of judgment. They thought it best to lay down a form of 
judgment, following the words of the rule, reciting that on the trial 
being called on the defendant appeared, and the plaintiff did not appear, 
and that thereupon the defendant became enti to judgment dismissing 
the action. The judgnient would be drawn up in this form :—The effect of 
that judgment dismissing the action was the same as the old order in the 
Court of Chancery—the same as if it were a judgment on the merits for 
the defendant. The result would be the same as if judgment had been 
entered in form for the defendant. The court would accordingly order 
the judgment to be varied so as to bring it into conformity with the words 
of rule 32. Loprrs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsex, Joseph Walton ; 
Gully, Q.C., and C. A. Russell. Sortcrrors, Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, 
for Cartwright § Son, Liverpool ; Cunliffes ¢ Davenport, for W. H. Churton, 
Chester. 


WENMAN v. LYON & CO. (HONEYWILL, Claimant)—No. 1, 28th May. 


Brix or Sate—‘‘ Marriace SeTrLEMENT’’—ANTE-NUPTIAL AGREEMENT FOR 
A SETTLEMENT—BILL1s or Sate Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), 8. 4. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Queen’s Bench Division (ante, p. 301 ; 
1891, 1 Q. B. 634). The defendants, who had recovered judgment in an 
action brought by the plaintiff against them, issued execution for the 
costs, and certain furniture in the possession of the —— was seized. 
The claimant claimed this furniture as trustee under en ante-nuptial 
agreement for a settlement made upon the plaintiff's marriage. An inter- 
pleader issue was directed to try the right to the goods, and remitted for 
trial to the Brightén County Court. The agreement, which was not under 
seal, provided that, upon the intended marriage taking place, all the pro- 
perty of the plaimtiff, including the furniture in question, should be 
assigned to the claimant upon trust for the wife for life for her separate 
use, with remainders over ; and the plaintiff agreed to execute a proper 
deed of settlement after the solemnization of the marriage. The county 
court judge held that this agreement was not a bill of sale within the 
Bills of Sale Act, and gave judgment for the claimant. The Divisional 
Court affirmed this judgment. The execution creditor appealed. 


Tue Courr (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding that the agreement for a settlement came within the 
term *‘ marriage settlement’’ in the tion contained in section 4 of 
Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and that, therefore, it was excluded from the 
operation of the Act.—CounseL, Lewis Edmunds; Jelf, Q.C., and J, P. 
Rawlinson. Soxtcrrors, Stokes, Saunders, § Stokes; W. F. Stokes. 


SCHOOL BOARD FOR LONDON v. WALL—No. 1, 3rd June. 


Practice — Costs — Bankruptcy or DgrENDANT—TRUSTBE ELECTING TO 
DEFEND Action—Personat Liasriry ror Costs—R. 8. C., XVII, 4. 


During the pendency of an action to recover damages for breach of 
contract, after issue joined, the defendant was adjudicated bankrupt, and 
a trustee was appointed. The trustee, on being written to by the plaintiffs 
as to whether he would consent to the action being tried im the Queen’s 
Bench Division, otherwise the plaintiffs would apply to have the action 
transferred to Cave, J., under section 102, sub-section 4, of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, stated that he saw no reason why the action should not 
be tried out in the Queen’s Bench Division, and that his interest in the 
action was being looked after by the solicitors who had acted for the 
defendant. No order was applied for or obtained, under ord. 17, r. 4, 
making the trustee a to the action. The action proceeded to trial 
in the Queen’s Bench Division before Day, J., and PF eh and the trustee 
was represented by counsel and comeied the plaintiffs’ claim. A verdict 
having been found for the plaintiffs, Day, J., gave judgment for them, 


and ordered the trustee personally to pay the costs of the whole action. 
The trustee appealed from the latter part of this sn ent, contending 
that, as he had not been made . 17, r. 4, he was not 


LF pes J under 
before the court, and the judge no jurisdiction to order him to pay 


the costs personally. 


Tux Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that the case was governed by the 
decision in Borneman v. Wiison (33 W. R..141, 28 Ch. D. 53). The only 
difference between the present case and that case was that there an 
ex parte order had been obtained making the trustee a party to the action 
whereas here it had not been obtained. The trustee, however, here had 
elected to go on with the defence to the action ; he instructed solicitors, 
and they instructed counsel to appear for him at the trial. That was a 
waiver of the irregularity, if it was one, of not obtaining the order 
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make the order he did. The court had no power to review the mcede in | of the death or deaths of the person or persons so aliening, charging, or 
which the judge exercised his discretion. Lorzs, L.J., concurred. In | disposing of his, her, or their respective shares and interests, or attempt- 
Borneman v. Wilson there was an order making the trustee a party. In the | ing the same, as and in manner aforesaid.’’ The testator died in Febru- 

resent case the trustee of his own free will made himself a party. Kay, | ary, 1884. He left five children surviving him, all of whom had at the time 

.J., concurred. The trustee sought to avail himself of the technicality of his death attained twenty-one. One of them, a daughter (the plaintiff), 
that an order had not been obtained making him a party. Any such had been adjudicated a bankrupt on the 16th of March, 1882. Another of 
irregularity had been waived by him.—CovunseL, Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., them, a son, died on the 17th of January, 1885. After the testator’s 
and Houghton ; Douglas Walker, Q.C., and Graham Tahourdin. Soxicrrors, ; death, the trustee in the plaintiff's bankruptcy was informed by the testa- 


him a party, and the learned judge therefore had jurisdiction to | ship, in remainder or otherwise, under the aforesaid trusts, as in the case 
| 
| 


Tatham § Lousada ; Gedge, Kirby, § Millett. tor’s trustees that her interests were forfeited, and that he could take 
| nothing in her right under the will. In the year 1885 some property 
BRAUNSTEIN vr. LEWIS—No. 1, 2nd June. , accrued to the plaintiff in another way, and, it being sufficient to pay all 


her creditors in full, the bankruptcy was annulled on the 10th of June, 
yer APG ago Be : | 1887. Kekewich, J., held that the plaintiff had forfeited her life interest 
Txcome From SgraraTe Prorsery—I “gr: Bg Wirr to Coxtract— | in the share of the rents and profits divisible on the testator’s death, and 
Manrrep Wowen’s Prorerty Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), 8. 1, | also in the accrued share to which she would, but for the forfeiture clause, 
sUB-sEcTIONS 2, 3, 4. | have been entitled on the death of her brother. On behalf of the appel- 
Action against a husband and wife to recover £400 upon a covenant in a | lant it was argued that, although it was established by prior authorities 
mortgage deed. By the marriage settlement the wife’s property was that a forfeiture clause of this kind applied to a bankruptcy existing at 
settled upon her for life for her separate use without power of anticipation, the death of the testator, yet, when the bankruptcy had been annulled, 
with remainders over. During the marriage the husband and wife and, in the events which had happened, the legacy was not required for 
executed the mortgage deed, and the wife covenanted therein to pay the . the purposes of the bankruptcy, the forfeiture clause did not apply. 
£400. _ After the action had been commenced the husband died, and the = ‘Tye Cover (Lixptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
plaintiff continued the action against the widow upon her covenant in the | Linpiey, L.J., said that the first question was, whether the forfeiture 
deed. At the trial it appeared that at the date when the mortgage was | clause had any application to a bankruptcy which took effect before the 
executed the only separate Laps, gar of the wife not subject to the restraint | geath of the testator, or, in other words, before the will came into 
upon anticipation was a sum of about £3, partly in her hands and partly | operation. Looking only at the words of the clause, there appeared to 
in the hands of the trustees of the marriage settlement, being the income  p¢ some difficulty in construing it so as to include a bankruptcy com- 
of part of her property included in the marriage settlement. The action mencing before the testator’s death, but that point was covered by so 
was tried before Day, J., without a jury, when he held that to enable a many authorities that it was impossible to do otherwise than follow them. 
married woman to contract she must have separate property not subject to }¢ had been held that, in order to give effect in such cases to the obvious 
a restraint upon anticipation at the time of making the contract, and that intention of the testator, which was to secure the personal enjoyment by 
the defendant here had no such separate property at that date. He the jegatee of the property given to him by the testator, such a clause 
accordingly gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff appealed. appjied to a bankruptcy existing at the testator’s death, and so far had 
It was admitted in argument that since the decision of the Court of this doctrine been carried that in Trappes v. Meredith (L. R. 7 Ch. 248) a 
Appeal in Stogdon v. Lee (39 W. R. 467; 1891, 1 Q. B. 661), the possession| forfeiture clause was held by the Court of Appeal, reversing the decision 
by the wife of separate property at the date of the contract was necessary, | of James, V.C., to apply to a bankruptcy which not only took effect 
but it was contended that the defendant here had at that date separate | pefore the date of the will, but the existence of which was known to the 
pro , though of small amount, not subject to a restraint upon antici- testator. His lordship hitnself would have thought that the reasoning 
pation, and that being so the court would not inquire into the amount. of the Vice-Chancellor in that case was sounder than that of the Court of 
Tue Covert (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissedthe | Appeal. But the court was not now at liberty to hold that this clause 
appeal. Lord Esner, M.R., said that it was admitted that, had it not | did not apply to a bankruptcy which took effect before the will came 
been for this small sum of money, the defendant had no such separate | into operation. The next question was, whether, under the circumstances, 
property at the date of the execution of the mortgage deed as would | the gift over took effect. Was there ever atime at which the defendants 
enable her to contract. Was this small sum sufficient’ Could it be said | were entitled to demand from the trustees of the will payment of the 
that the defendant intended to contract with respect to this small sum, bankrupt’s share? It was impossible to say that there never was such a 
and that the plaintiff intended to accept such a contract? In truth time. Fora long time after the testator’s death the state of the bank- 
neither party intended to contract with respect to this small sum. It was | rupt’s affairs was such that the trustee in the bankruptcy would certainly 
then said that by reason of the defendant entering into this contract the | have sold her share to satisfy her creditors, if he could have got it. The 
law would presume that she contracted with respect to this separate pro- trustees of the will had rightly paid over to the defendants the rents and 
perty. law, however, could not make any such nonsensical presump- | profits both of the original and of the accrued share. It was said that, 
tion. The defendant, therefore, had no free separate property to enable | because assets fell in which proved sufficient to pay all the plaintiffs’ 
her to make this contract, and the judgment was right. Lopes, L.J., | creditors, and to enable her to obtain an annulment of the bankruptcy, 
concurred. Kay, L.J., concurred. The Married Women’s Property | she acquired the right to deprive the defendants of the rents and profits 
Act, 1882, always spoke of a married woman contracting with respect to | which they had received. That would be going beyond the authorities, 
her separate property. It was said that the law would presume the con- | which had strained the language of such forfeiture clauses. The ratio 
tract to have been made with respect to her separate property if she had | decidendi of all the cases relied upon by the appellant—viz., White v. Chitty 
any, however small, at the time when she made the contract. That con- | (L. R. 1 Eq. 372), Lloyd v. Lloyd (L. R. 2 Eq. 722), and Ancona v. Waddell 
tention was absurd upon its face. It would be absurd to presume thata (19 Ch. D. 157)—was that the annulment had taken place before anything 
married woman with £2 10s. in her pocket had contracted a debt of, say, | had been done in the bankruptcy. On the other hand, in Robertson v. 
£1,000 with respect to that separate property.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, | Richardson (30 Ch. D. 623) it was laid down that, if any income became 
Q.C., and J. E. Bankes ; Lumley Smith, Q.C., and Edward Pollock. Souict- | due under the testator’s will which the trustee in the bankruptcy of 
tors, W. Braunstein ; Dixon, Wa ts, & Elkin. the legatee might, but for the forfeiture clause, have received, the for- 
feiture took effect. Therefore, although the court must follow the 


Husranp AND Wire—Separate Prorerty—REestTRAINT ON ANTICIPATION— 


Re METCALFE, METCALFE +. METCALFE—No. 2, 28th May. authorities in holding that the forfeiture ae applied to a bankruptcy 

* - = = Sees : seen tan ea existing at the testator’s death, it was impossible to stretch the language 
— — or B Race seen on Baxxaerscr—Axnvi- of the clause so as to deprive the agg entitled under the gift over of 
; vi en their right to the rents and profits. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J., as to the effect | —Covnset, Warmington, Q.C., and Bateman Napier; Neville, Q.C., and 
of a forfeiture clause contained in a will. The testator by his will, Gaselee. So.scrrons, Harper $ Battcock ; Thompson $ Groom, 
dated in May, 1864, gave real and Icasehold property to trustees, upon 
trust to permit his wife to receive one-third of the rents and profits during 
her life or widowhood, and to pay the remaining two-thirds to his children 





living at his decease, for their respective lives and the lives or life of the i a ivision 
survivors or survivor of them, such payments to commence at the age of High Court Chancery Divis 

oaaiy ate — a miaatlage, and he declared that on the death or second BLAYDES +. SELBY—Chitty, J., 3rd June. 
marriage of his wife the said children should share equally between them 1 Mes, ae = ‘zZ— : N Porn > Law. 
the rents and profits during their lives and the lives or life of the survivors - sO. Sere eran nee San ee oF LAN 


or survivor of them. The will contained the following clause :—‘ Pro- In this case an order by arrangement between the parties had been 
vided also that, if by any act or default, or by operation of law, the part or made by the chief clerk, setting down a question of law to be argued 
share, parts or shares, or the whole of the said rents and profits, or any before the court, the parties to be at liberty in addition ‘to reading the 
other sums of money or interests, limited or bequeathed by this my will in pleadings in the action to refer to admissions of fact that had been agreed 
trust for my said wife and children or child, grandchildren or grandchild, UPD. During the course of the hearing some doubt arose as to the 
or any of them, shall be aliened, charged, or disposed of, either in part or sufficiency of the evidence for the purposes of determining the question. 

as to the whole of the said several and respective shares and interests, Curry, J., after determining the question of law in the plaintiffs’ favour, 
whereby the same respectively would, but for this provision, vest in or said that he thought that the practice ought to be that the judge himself 
become payable to some other person or persons other than my said wife, should see the parties before any question of law should be set down. In 
children or child, grandchildren or grandchild, or either of them, then my the present case counsel did not go before the chief clerk who made the 
said trustees or trustee shall, upon euch act or default, or upon such opera- order. During the course of the argument he found some difficulty in 
tion of law as aforesaid, pay or apply the share or shares, interest or dealing with the order because there were suggestions from time to time 
interests, 20 aliened, charged, or disposed of, or attempted to be so dealt with regard to the facts. All those difficulties during the progress of the 
with, as and in manner aforesaid, to and among the others or other of the | argument were solved, and counsel, in the result, were agreed as to what 


P ersope or person who would have been entitled to the same by survivar- _ the facts were. It was important, with regard to setting down questions 
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of law, that they should be set down in such a form that the court could 
really decide them, and that there should be no possibility of conflict 
between counsel as to the facts. He thought, as a matter of practice, that 
the judge himself ought to have the advantage of seeing counsel, and 
ascertaining clearly the point, which would, if not dispose of the action, at 
least dispose of the main portions of the action, and relieve the parties 
from the expense of going to trial upon facts which might turn out to be 
immaterial.—CovnseL, Byrne, Q.C.,and Hatfield Green ; Farwell, Q.C., and 
George Cave. Souicirors, 8S. B. Somerville, for Baxter § Co., Doncaster ; 
White, Borrett, § Co. 


Re AMOS, CARRIER v. PRICE—North, J., 28th May. 
Wutt—Constrvection—Girt to A. ‘‘ ror unis Lire AND FoR THE LIFE OF 





HIs Herr’’—Devise or Lanp to Trape Union Socrety—Vatipity— | 

Trapve Unron Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vict. c. 31), s. 7. 

A question arose in this case as to the validity of gifts by will of free- 
hold and leasehold interests in laid to a trade union society. There was 
another question as to the effect of a gift to a man for his own life and the 
life of his heir. The testator gave, devised, and bequeathed ‘“ unto | 
Thomas Price the property known as 27, Bath-terrace, the conditions to | 
be as follows :—That the property be left to him for his life and for the 
life of his heir, after which it becomes the property of the Boiler Makers | 
and Iron Ship Builders’ Society. And to Henry Poole the property known | 
as 41, Regent-street, the conditions to be as follows :—That the property | 
be left to him for his life and for the life of his heir, after which it becomes | 
the property of the Boiler Makers and Iron Ship Builders’ Society. And | 
to Thomas Henry Williams the property known as No. 40, Regent-street, 
the conditions to be as follows :—That the property be left to him for his 
lifetime and for the life of his heir, after which it becomes the property of 
the Boiler Makers and Iron Ship Builders’ Society. That each of the 
above keep the property held by them in good repair and shall pay to. the 
trustees the sum of 4s. per week until the whole of the mortgage be paid ; 
and that the further sum of £3 6s. 8d. each per annum be paid to them, to 
be disposed of as follows :—viz., £5 per annum to the Boiler Makers’ 
Benevolent Fund and £5 per annum to the executors. Should either of 
the parties refuse or fail to comply with the foregoing conditions they 
shall forfeit all rights to the property, and the executors shall cause the 
same to be handed over to the Boiler Makers’ Society forthwith.’’ The 
gift of £5 to the executors failed, because they had attested the execution 
of the will. The Boiler Makers and Iron Ship Builders’ Society was a 
trade union society negistered under the Trade Union Act, 1871, and the 
Boiler Makers’ Benevolent Fund referred to in the will was a fund ad- 
ministered under the rules of the society by their council. Section 7 of 
the Trade Union Act, 1871, provides that “it shall be lawful for any trade 
union registered under the Act to purchase or take upon lease in the names 
of the trustees for the time being of such union any land not exceeding 
one acre, and to sell, exchange, mortgage, or let the same.’’ The area of 
the site of the houses mentioned in the will, together with the land already 
held by the society, was under an acre in extent. It was contended on 
behalf of the society that the word ‘‘ purchase ’’ in section 7 was used in 
the technical legal sense of taking otherwise than by descent or escheat. 


Nortn, J., held that the word ‘‘ purchase ’’ in section 7 was not used in 
the technical sense, but in the ordinary commercial sense of buy for money. 
The scope of the section was inconsistent with the suggested construction ; 
if that was the right construction the words ‘‘ acquire upon lease ’? would be 
tautologous. The words pointed to an ordinary buying for money. Inde- 
pendently of any capacity to take land given to the society by the Act, 
there was no body capable of taking except the trustees, and the gift 
would be void as a perpetuity. The gift of £5 a year to the benevolent 
fund was on the same footing. Those gifts were, therefore, veid. It was 
impossible to know what the testator really meant by a gift to a man for 
his own life and that of his heir, but there was nothing repugnant to the 
law in a man having an estate during his own life and the life of his heir ; 
there was no uncertainty or want of continuity in such a gift. The moment 
he died there would be a person ascertained as his heir, and in his lord- 
ship’s opinion the gift must be construed literally. After the death of 
the several heirs there was an intestacy ; the leasehold property would go 
to the next of kin of the testator, the freehold to his heir.—Covnsezt, 
Robertson-Macdonald ; Hood ; Charles Church ; J. C. Gordon ; Upjohn. Sout- 
citors, Prior, Church, § Adams; Darley § Cumberland; CU. L. Kingdon; | 
Woodcock, Ryland, § Co. 





Re SHARPE, 2c BENNETT, MASONIC AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
CO. (LIM.) ». SHARPE—North, J., 2nd June. 


Company—Drrecror—MIsFEASANCE—ACTION AGAINST REPRESENTATIVE OF 
Deceasep Drrecror—De.ay. 


A question arose in this case as to the effect of delay in commencing an 
action in respect of a misfeasance against the representative of a deceased 
director of a company. The action was brought in the name of the 
company, which was in liquidation, by its liquidator, against the repre- 
sentatives of two deceased clirectors, named Sh and Bennett, to recover 
from their estates certain amounts which were alleged to have been 
improperly paid out of capital to the shareholders, under the name of 
interest or dividend, when the company had earned no profits. It was 
alleged that in making these payments the directors had been guilty of a 
misfeasance or breach of trust. A compromise had, with the sanction of the 
court, been, since the action was commenced, entered into with the repre- 
sentatives of Sharpe, and the action proceeded the representative 
of Bennett alone. The company was formed nm January, 1868, and it was 
ordered to be wound up in Mare 1, 1886. Bennett was appointed a director 
in June, 1869, and he continued to act watil his death in December, 1883. 











The directors from July, 1869, down to July, 1878, made half-yearly pay- 
ments of interest at five per cent. per annum on the amount of the shares. 
The payments so made amounted in the whole to more than £4,500. The 
company never earned any profits, nor was any profit and loss account 
ever made out. The payment of interest was discontinued after July, 
1878, in consequence of a communication made to the directors by 
Board of Trade, in which it was pointed out that the payments were really 
being made out of capital. In addition to what had been recovered from 
Sharpe’s estate, the liquidator obtained payments from the surviving 
directors. The articles of association of the company contained the 
following clauses :—‘‘ (5) The capital of the company shall be allotted b: 
the when and as they think fit. Every applicant for shares 

pay £1 per share on a: Interest at the rate of £5 per cent. per 
annum shall be payable half-yearly on all money paid on the shares, until 
otherwise determined by the directors.”’ ‘‘ (116) No dividend or bonus 
shall be payable except out of the profits arising from the business of the 
company, including the income arising from the paid-up capital.’” On 
behalf of the defendant it was contended that the claim was a “stale 
demand.”’ 


Nortn, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to succeed. He said 
that in not one half-year was there a penny of profit earned by the com- 


| pany; there was no half-year in which their expenses did not exceed 


their premium income. The directors paid interest at five per cent. half- 
yearly to the shareholders on their shares, and they made the payments 
in pursuance of formal resolutions, and by cheques which were called 
dividend warrants. There could be no doubt that the payments were 


| really made by way of dividend. In 1878 the Board of Trade interfered, 


and no further payments were made —T to persons who had not 
received the sums to which they were entitled in respect of previous half- 
years. In his lordship’s opinion the payments were not warranted by the 
articles. They were paid as dividends, and were not paid out of profits ; 
and were made under circumstances in which no one could believe that 
they were made out of profits. The payments could not possibly have 
been made in the bond fide belief that they were made out of profits. No 
care was taken to have the accounts properly made out. There was never 
any profit and loss account. How could the directors be justified in 
believing that there were profits? Under the circumstances his lordship 
thought that the case was on the same lines as Rance’s case (L. R. 6 Ch. 
104). The directors could not say they were entitled to rely on the 
reports of duly-qualified officers. In his opinion they were liable to makée 
good the sums which they had improperly paid. It was urged that 
Bennett had not acted dishonestly. His lordship would say nothing 
against him, but the persons who were acting with him did not do their 
duty to the shareholders. Then arose the question whether relief ought 
to be refused to the plaintiffs on the ground of delay. Le The Mammoth 
Copperopolis of Utah (50 L. J. Ch. 11) and Stringer’s case (L. R. 4 Ch. 
475) were relied on as shewing that delay was a bar. But in Re The 
Alexandva Palace Co. (21 Ch. D. 149) Fry, L.J., distinguished those cases 
on the ground that the facts of the case then before him were such as 
resembled those of the present case. The Lord Justice said (at p. 162) :— 
“These dates do not differ materially:from the dates in Re Mammoth 
Coppercpolis of Utah, in which Hall, V.C., considered that the staleness of 
the demand was a sufficient answer to the application of the official 
liquidator. If the two cases had been precisely parallel I should have felt 
myself bound to follow that decision, but it appears to me that they are 
not. In that case the directors had declared a dividend upon the footing 
of a balance-sheet which had been made up, and which, I think, 
according to the view of the Vice-Chancellor, was made up in a bond fide 
manner, although there might be grave questionsasto the propriety of it. He 
considered that the liquidator’s application was in fact an attempt to unravel 
the balance-sheets which had yrs gry and acted upon, and I observe that, 
in stating the considerations which led him to the conclusion that the de- 
mand was stale, he dwells, in the first place, upon the nature of the de- 
mand. Similar observations apply to Stringer’s case. There an attempt 
was made to compel a director to repay a dividend, said to have been 

out of capital, by means of attacki items in a balance-sheet which 
had been passed and acted upon. There, also, the court thought that the 
delay was a sufficient answer. In the present case there is nothing of that 
sort. The transaction stands disclosed in the simplest way. There is no 
balance-sheet which it can be for a moment suggested induced the 
directors to come to the conclusion that there were divisible profits. It is 


| a simple case in which the capital of the company, or the moneys borrowed 


by the company, were applied in the payment of that which, according to 
the plain terms of the pe re of association, could be paid only out of 
profits.’ How did the facts stand here? It was true that the payments 
were made a good while ago. But his lordship could find no reason to be- 
lieve that anything had been lost by the delay. It was true that Bennett 
was now dead. But the records, reports, and minutes of the co 

were before the court. There was nothing to indicate that any defence or 
explanation which would have been available to Bennett, if he had been liv- 
ing, was not available to his re tative now. ‘The claim of the plain- 
tiffs was not barred by the Statute of Limitations, and his | ip did 
not see how he could fix any other time. Even if the liquidator been 
dilatory in his proceedings, his lordship did not see why the creditors 
should lose their rights. If he had thought that by reason of the delay 
the defendant had been prejudiced, his lordship might have said that the 
liquidator was precluded from maintaining the claim, and that those whom 
he represented were also precluded. But in the circumstances he could 
see nothing to preclude the creditors, and the claim must succeed. 
Judgment was rete | given for t out of the estate of Bennett 
of the amount claimed, with interest, and the costs of the action, credit 
being given for what the liquidator had al recovered from the other 
directors.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady; S. Hail, 
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Q.C., and Oswald. Soxicrrors, Hicklin, Washington, § Pasmore; Johnson, 
Weatherall, § Sturt. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE MAYOR OF SHEFFIELD v. THE ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE OF 2nd a half per cent. on this amount, to Ha 


THE BRADFIELD UNION—3rd June. 


Rurat Avrnorrry—Sprecta, Expenses—Excertions—LanD COVERED WITH 
Warer—Rarte Less THAN One Penny in THE Pocnp—Pvniic Heatru 
Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 230. 

This case raised a question, under section 230 of the Public Health Act, 
1875, as to payment of poor rate in respect of a reservoir of water. That 
section, which deals with the mode of raising contributions in rural dis- 
tricts, enacts that ‘‘ separate precepts’’ shall be issued ‘‘in respect of 
contributions for general expenses and special expenses.’’ The overseers 
are to pay the contributions required “‘ in respect of general expenses out 
of the poor rate and with respect to special expenses by the levy 


of a separate rate in the same manner as if it were a rate for the relief of | 


the poor with this exception, namely, the occupier of any land covered 
with water . shall, where a special assessment is made for the pur- 
pose of such rate, be assessed in respect of one-fourth part only of the 
rateable value thereof, or, where no special assessment is made, shall pay 
in t of the said property one-fourth part only of the rate in the 

payable in respect of houses and other property. - Provided that 
where the amount required by any precept or precepts from a contributory 
place in respect of special expenses is less than ten pounds, or is so small 


that a rate less than one penny in the pound would be required to raise | 


the same, the overseers shall not assess and levy any special rate for the 
same, but shall pay the amount as if it formed part of the contribution 
required from them in respect of general expenses.’’ The Corporation of 
Sheffield were the occupiers of certain reservoirs in the township of Brad- 
field, which is a contributory place in the Wortley Union rural sanitary 





to be erected on the land, frontages, roads, &c., which were to be defined 
by Hankinson. There were some subsequent attendances by Withall on 
Hankinson, and on the society’s solicitor, and Withall took another jour- 
ney to Bournemouth, and on the Ist of June the terms were finally agreed 
| between Withall and the society, the purchase-money being fixed at 
£14,400. When the sale was completed Sir Percy paid £360, being two 
nkinson. Withall afterwards, 


| in his bill of costs sent in to his client, claimed £76 as the amount of the 
| scale fee for negotiating the sale. This charge was objected to by the 
client, and the bill was referred for taxation. Hankinson gave evidence 
in which he said that he assisted in the negotiations for the sale by the 
preparation of plans and advising. He prepared plans in relation to the 
negotiations before the signing of the contract, and gave advice to Sir 
Percy and his solicitor in relation to the negotiations on almost every 
point which arose—for instance, as to what price should b> asked, which 
would require the local knowledge which he possessed. He also advised 
that certain restrictions should be imposed as to building on the land. He 
saw and had letters from the purchasers’ solicitor, pending the negotia- 
tions, dealing with the points which arose, and he saw and corresponded 
with Withall thereon. The taxing master held that the solicitor was en- 
titled to the negotiation fee. He was of opinion that the payment to Han- 
kinson ‘‘ was not a payment in respect of this particular sale, which the 
surveyor neither effected nor negotiated, but for general services rendered 
as a retained estate agent and manager, who, instead of receiving an 
annual salary, was paid by a percentage, an arrangement calculated to 
give him a special interest in promoting the development of the estate, 
and that it was not such a payment as would disentitle the solicitor to his 
fee for a negotiation which he was specially retained to conduct, and did, 
in fact, successfully carry into effect, fixing the price and completing the 
| contract.’’ The master was of opinion that the circumstances were not 
| such as made the payment to Hankinson a payment to an “‘ estate agent or 
| Valuer’? within rule 11. The magnitude of the fee paid to Hankin- 
| on was of itself sufficient to shew that it was not paid in respect of 
the particular sale, but for general services, and the agreement under 


i 
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district. The overseers made a rate of one shilling in the pound for the which it was paid would have equally entitled him to receive it even 
purpose, amongst others, of raising a contribution in respect of ‘‘ specialex- | if he had never been consulted about the sale or interfered in it. 
penses.’’ The proportion which the “‘ special expenses’’ bore to the object | North, J., held that the solicitor was not entitled to the negotiation fee. 
of the entire rate was such that a rateof less thana penny in the pound would | He did not think it material that the solicitor did not find the purchaser. 
have sufficed to meet them alone. The corporation disputed £21, part of | He did to a certain extent conduct the negotiations, but he did not do so 
the assessment, on the ground that, under the above section, as to the por- | entirely. They were y conducted by Hankinson. He was doing 
tion of the rate required for special expenses, they were only liable to pay | work for which, beyond all question, but for the existing arrangement as 
im respect of the reservoirs (as ‘‘ land covered with water’’) one-fourth part | to the mode of his payment, he would have been entitled to be paid in 
of the rate in the pound payable in respect of houses and other property. | some way, whether by commission or not. He at any rate might have had 
This case was stated under 12 & 13 Vict. c. 65, s. 11, for the determination | a commission. In his lordship’s opinion the commission actually paid to 
of the amount at which they should be assessed. It was argued against | Hankinson was paid to him in respect of this very matter, because he was 
the contention of the corporation that the contribution requiring a rate of | the estate agent. It was true that, if he had not been called in at all, he 
less than a penny in the pound was payable out of the poor rate, without | still would have been entitled to this commission in respect of some other 
any deduction in favour of land covered with water. | work. If he had not been called in or consulted at all on this occasion, the 
Cavz, J., held that when a special rate had to be made, the exception | fact that he had received for other work a payment measured by the amount 
applied, but that in cases within the proviso to section 230 no special rate | realized by the sale by the solicitor would not have made it a payment of 
could be levied, but the expenses must be treated as general expenses, and | commission within the meaning of rule 11. But he had done part of the 
exceptions did not apply. The appellants were, therefore, properly | work, he had taken a material and essential partin it. He was to be paid for 
rated, and the appeal failed. Cuartes, J.,concurred. Appeal dismissed. | that work, and the bargain was that he was: to be paid for it by commis- 
—Corsset, Meadows White, Q.C., and Harris Stone; Forbes, Q.C., and | sion. It was not the less a commission because the sum paid covered 
A. F. Jenkin. Sorsctrrors, Richard Smith & Son, for J. W. Pye Smith, | other work done in respect of other matters. It was not essential that the 
Sheffield ; Torrs & Co., for William Dransfield, Penistone. | commission which was paid should be paid, as the taxing master thought, 
entirely in respect of the transaction in question. If a commission was 
paid in respect of that transaction, it was immaterial whether it did or did 

| not cover other things done by the same person. The taxing master was 


Solicitors’ Cases. | wrong in allowing the £76, but the solicitor was entitled to be remunerated 
under Part II. of Schedule I. 


Re WITHALL—C. A. No. 2, 3rd June. S et 

Se a a a Wie. Wiens ss ie fl 5 Tue Covert (Livpiey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
a AXATION— SCALE EEE NEGOTIATION ¥ EE—\WOMMISSION | Tixptey, L.J., thought that the construction which North, J., had put on 

rai ey Curext to Estate Acext vor General Senvices—Souictrors’ | rule 11 was right, and that the taxing master was wrong in considering 

Reucsrzatios Oxver, Scnepvie I., Part I., x. 11. | that the commission must be paid entirely in respect of the transaction in 

The ion in this case was, whether a solicitor who had been em- | question. Obviously, a on solicitor could not get on without the 
ployed im negotiating 2 «ale of real estate for a client was disentitled to the | advice of a local estate agent, and he was materially assisted in the matter 
** negotiation fee”’ prescribed by Schedule I., Part I., to the Solicitors’ | by Hankinson, and Hankinson was paid for all which he did. The case 
Remuneration Order, on the ground that commission had been paid by the | fell precisely within the words, as well as the scope and meaning, of the 
client to an estate agent. Rule 11 in Part I. of Schedule I. provides that | rule. His lordship adopted the reasoning of North, J., entirely. Bowen 
“the scale for negotiating shall apply in cases where the solicitor of a | and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsr, 7. Rolls Warrington ; Cozens-Hardy, 
vendor or purchaser arranges the sale or purchase and the price and terms | Q.C., and Alexander. Soxscrtors, Hays, Schmettau, § Co.; Blake § Hesel- 
and conditions thereof, and no commission is paid by the client to an | fine. 
auctioneer or estate or other agent.’’ In the present case Sir Percy Pee ENR FO RRS, Hehe 
Shelley, who was the owner of an estate at Bournemouth, in the year 1874 
appointed Mr. Hankinson, a local surveyor, to act in the general manage- 
ment of his estate, with a view to ite deve t asa building property, 








Bankruptcy Cases. 


and agreed that Hankinson’s remuneration should be two and a half per 
cent. on the capitalized valne at twenty-five years’ purchase of the rents 
reserved are leases granted during his agency, and two and a half per 
cent. on zi -money of all lands sold during the same period. In 


Ex parte GAMGEE, Re GAMGEE—C. A. No. 1, 29th May. 


Bankrvrtcy Peririox—Trusree navinc Benericta, Inrerrst 1x Part 
ov Dewr—Jorxven ov Otnen Benevictarteys—Bankuvptcy Act, 1869, 
ss. 5, 6. 
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, 186A, Sir Percy received an offer for the purchase of a part of the | 
estate, and on the 23rd of May he telegraphed to his London solicitor,Mr.| The question in this case was, whether the trustee of a debt, of part of 
Withall, “ Most important proposal for purchase here; parties all at | which he was himself the beneficial owner, could maintain a) bankruptcy 
Bournemouth, and are compelled to require answer by Monday. Can you | petition against the debtor without joining the other beneficiary as co- 
come here to-morrow or Sunday or Monday? Hankinson very ill, and not | petitioner, or obtaining his consent to the petition. The petition 
allowed to receive letters.” reupon Withall went to Bournemouth, | was presented by the assignee of a judgment debt of £1,300. As to 

couterred with Sir Percy as to negotiating the sale of twelve acres toa | a part of the debt the petitioner was a trustee for another m, but of 
wieiety. He attended the solicitor of the society, and at first asked | the remainder he was beneficial as well as legal owner, his beneficial 
1.00 an acte for the land. Withall had several subsequent inter- | interest exceeding £50. On behalf of the debtor it was objected, on the 
with the society's solicitor, and also with Sir Percy, nit the 27th | authority of Kz parte Dearle (14 Q. B. D. 184, 29 Sorscrrons’ Jovrnat, 117), 
attended a meeting of the society, aud to accept £1,200 an | that the petition could not be maintained unless the cestui que trust either 
subject to restrictive covenante as to the c ter oA the buildings joined in it or gave bis consent to it, and he had in fact done neither, 
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The objection was overruled by Mr. Registrar Linklater, who made a 
receiving order against the debtor. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esner, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the 
decision. Lord Esner, M.R., said that what was decided in Er parte 
Dearle was that, where there was a trustee of a debt on such terms that the 
cestui que trust could himself alone release the debt, the trustee must, if he 
presented a bankruptcy petition against the debtor, join the cestui que trust 
as a co-petitioner, or obtain his consent to the petition. That rule did not 
apply to the present case, for the cestui que trust could not release that part 
of the debt of ‘which the petitioner was himself the beneficial owner. 
Consequently there was a good petitioning creditor. Lorgs, L.J., said 
that the petitioner was not a mere naked trustee, as in Ex parte Dearie. 
Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counset, F. Cooper Willis ; Cautley. Soxscrrors, 
R. Chapman ; O. C. Kent. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
THE OUTLOOK FOR LAW STUDENTS. 


Mr. F. K. Munton has republished his address to the members of the 
Law Students’ Debating Society, which we briefly reported in February 
last. In the course of it he says :— 

To approach the subject of the outlook for law students, we must see 
what is the present state of the practice of the law, whether it is falling 
or increasing, and how stand the chances, having regard to the existing 
number of members and those daily coming into the profession, of earning 
a living by means of it. I daresay it is known to almost everybody here 
that the solicitor, as we see him, is of comparatively modern growth. 
Very few, indeed, of the oldest firms in London date back more than a 
century, and certainly the importance of any solicitor at that time, 
whether he ultimately founded a firm or not, was very little, compared to 
the position which he occupies at the present day. If we read the 
dramatists of the eighteenth century we shall see the view that was then 
taken of the solicitor, but, as I have to apply myself to the outlook, there 
is little time to go into the past. I will content myself with merely 
quoting—what I daresay has been heard by many in this room—the remark 
of Dr. Johnson, who said : ‘‘ I should be sorry to speak ill of any person 
in his absence, but I believe the gentleman in question is an attorney.” 
It represented pretty fairly the public view in those times, nor was it 
altogether unnatural, for at that period the solicitor in the general way 
was entirely uneducated. He passed no examinations whatever. He got 
into the profession by merely serving his time, and nine out of ten solicitors 
of a century since were persons who were almost utterly ignorant of the 
general law of the land, relying in that respect upon the assistance of the 
bar, who at that time held a very different relative position. The bar and 
the solicitors together now form a joint honourable profession, and let us 
hope, since the Law Society has inaugurated a system (which I had the 
honour to initiate in a paper I read on the subject), by which scarcely any- 
thing affecting the bar is attempted without consultation, that such course 
of action will be strengthened and improved as we goon. Not till 1844, 
or thereabouts, was there any examination for solicitors. It is said that 
just one question or so was asked, as a matter of form, before a man was 
admitted, and probably many of you have heard the story, though some of 
our oan Seenee have not, of an old judge and a young man who was 
about to me a solicitor. The old judge asked the young man how he 
would advise a person to act under certain complicated circumstances he 
named. The candidate in question, not having the remotest idea about it, 
after a little consideration, put on a grave face, and said: ‘‘ My lord, I 
think, in a case like that, the first thing I should do would be to draw £10 
on account of costs.’’ Said the old judge to the master: ‘“‘ He will do, 
pass him,”’ and he accordingly. Let us now look to the statistics, 
and consider the probabilities of solicitors as a whole being able to earn 
anything like a comfortable subsistence by means of the law. I find that 
the proportion of the solicitors admitted thirty years ago was about the 
same as it is now—that is to say, in England there is one solicitor to about 
2,500 of the population.. The population has increased since that time 
something like 50 per cent., and the number of solicitors has increased 
at about the same rate. ‘This would be all very well if the business kept 
pace with the increased number of inhabitants, but those who have had an 
sw of studying the matter know that in the High Court during 
the last few years there has relatively been a very appreciable decrease of 
work, and, though of course in the manifold affairs of this country, and 
having regard to its increasing we Sy among nations, there must 
always be a sy large amount of business for men of our class to perform, 
it isa fact that during the last few years there has been the relative decrease 
just adverted to. I do not know whether it has occurred to many of the 
younger members of this society to examine into the matter, but it is a 
fact, that if all the cases actually tried in the courts from one year's end 
to the other were distributed equally among the solicitors, there would not 
be half a case apiece ; moreover, if all the members of the bar practised 
there would not be one trial apiece for them! It is true, as regards the 
bar, that a large number of gentlemen go there without any idea of 
practising, and it is very difficult to ascertain the precise proportion of men 
ready to take cases if offered. With regard to ihe bustaens of a solicitor, 
everyone familiar with the work of the profession knows that at least 
three-fourths of it has nothing whatever to do with litigation. I mean 
that if the business of the solicitors of England and Wales were taken 
from end to end such would be about the a of non-litigious work. 
The bulk of the business is that of advisers and diplomatists. Now I ask 


how many men are there who come into our branch of the legal pro- 
fession and study during the statutory period, and perhaps come out 


well at the end, who thoroughly appreciate that the chief duty 
they will have to perform lies im attending to such matters as do 
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not necessarily require an acute knowledge of the 

the law. do not think that point is considered 
ee ee ee ee ae was to some 
extent recognized by a gentleman who died a time ago and 


left a legacy to provide a prize for the candidate best versed in the direc- 
tion to which I have referred, but he did not I think go far enough. I 
do not under-estimate the need of the legal and other examinations ; on 
the contrary I hope that the high standard will be conti 
honours, I think that it is a very excellent thing to try 
tly upon this because I was fortunate enough to 
in my day, though I certainly never derived a si 
far as it goes, it isa pleasure to dwell upon, I counsel every man 
going u for his examination to endeavour to get a prize, for the extra 
ow thereby acquired, even if he be andintel: is very valuable. 
Ihave, however, known men who have come straight from the test brim- 
ming over with honours, literally packed with law, but as i 
has been found almost impossible to unpack a single bit to meet some 
commonplace emergency. [tis a a fallacy to suppose that because 
you can pass your examination well, or even get honours, that you are 
likely to get work or be able to perform it when youdo get it. Now 
there are several positions in which men find themselves on coming into 
our profession. There are those who have what I may call a legal family 
pedigree, others have influential commercial and business relations, 
some have plenty of money. The man with the family business 
made is not a person one i ly legislate for, though he has 
to keep his eyes open, but mere possession of business connections 
do not make it at all certain that a solicitor will succeed if he is simply 
learned in law. eon hy tact as the most important qualification, 
this can only be acquired by diligent observation and the study of 
fellow-man. I remember an occurrence some twenty yearsago which will 
illustrate in a small way what I want to im W you when I say 
how little mere legal skill or abstract kno of the law will assist, 
compared to some knowledge of mankind—a position that might occur to 
any of you at any time. As all the parties are dead, I am not disclosing 
secrets, but about the period I name I was in a case of some im- 
rtance, involving a considerable sum of money, which was set down 
for trial and in the list to be heard on a certain day. The afternoon be- 
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stances he must drop from the fight before incurring heavy further ex- 
pense, and, in the emergency, the animosity being intense, there was 
apparently only one course—viz., to withdraw the record, which he in- 
structed me to do, and pay the adversary’s costs. Much disheartened, of 
course, I drove off to achieve the purpose. The official closing hour was 
at hand, and just as I arrived at the door I ran against my opponent, 
who struck me as looking remarkably gloomy, and it passed through my 
mind, though I was close run for time, that I had better just see if he 
would say anything to me before I shewed my hand. I am not going to 
speak too much about myself, but I studied that man’s face—he, too, has 
long since passed away—and assumed as gay an air as possible, and this 
attitude achieved startling results. As a fact, my nonchalance induced 





drawn the record, whereas that afternoon ended by our mutually ~ son | 
an order to stay on payment by his client to mine of half the debt an 
| the whole of the costs. All this was largely due to being careful not to 
| show alarm at a critical moment. There are many others, no doubt, who 
| might have done the same, and I only give it as 
| urge that, however much you may w of law, unless you school 
| yourself to meet positions such as I have referred to, your ¢-lucation as 

| solicitor is deficient. Now what is it 

| business, and which it is so difficult to ? 
| mitted clerk, the profession is so overstocked that one 
| answers, the remuneration asked being humiliatingly 
| clearly that the demand does not equal the supply 5 but with all the an- 

swers it is noeasy thing to find a candidate who thorougly — 
‘that something more is wanted of him than abstract law. I[ 
Fagen! believe ss Pg naar = _— hundred —— = yao 
|don who have o s at ies i y 
| could find aon Gan who their age acquiring the 
| qualities to which I have all . They cannot be attained 
once, but from beginning should 
pat of a young man’s study. When a brother solicitor asks me whether 
| T know of any good all-round ; 
| situation and meet an emergency. Perhaps I may 
| am entitled to a little on this subject, having had a long 
perce . mm opinion there 

essential to a young man getting on in our profession. 
it is necessary to be very polite. This may seem a needless 
but I declare that I have met men in the legal profession 
giving a mere extension of time to which one cpt peer Som 
an air about it as thovigh were conferring a great 
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and politeness are not at inconsistent. ee ee 
ceiakliy polite. There is a story of a ald ge cecthnag 
regular money-lender habitaally remerkable for hie politences. 


was so sm that even when he refused a loan the 
away under some sense of gratitude. We all 
are man Whe can tetee 6 Sue see pee 


Fei 
i 


E 
: 
Z 
H 
i 
E 
= 
z 
i 
* 
2 
i 
i 























ce 





532 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 6, 1891. 





how much do you want?” ‘‘ £100,” said he. ‘‘ Certainly,’ said the 
solicitor, ‘“‘but I shall want a little security.’’ The young man, who 
thought he was getting on very nicely, said: ‘‘ Well, to say the truth, the 
only security I can really offer is myself.’”’ The old solicitor said: ‘‘ Oh! 
that will do. Come along,’’ and taking him up a passage to an open iron 
door, said: ‘‘ Please go in there, that is where I keep my securities.’’ 
But, to be serioys, politeness in the transaction cf business is ve 
important, especially to young men. The next essential is the cultivation 
of a business memory—not automatic repetition, but a system whereby 
you can recall the salient features of a matter throughout its progress. 
Then many young men do not sufficiently acquire the art of listening. 
It is a thorough art to listen properly, and I believe that in the conduct 
of business careful listening to what your adversary says, in order that you 
may thoroughly grapple the point, is a thing often disregarded. 
am not pointing at anybody in particular, but there are some people 
who are so full of what they are going to state themselves that they do 
not apply their minds at all sufficiently to what their adversary 
says. desire to impress upon law students that to learn to listen is 
almost as important as learning to speak. It is supposed by many that 
after they have studied the law they are fit to be advisers and diplomatists 
without further ado. Before you can become a useful legal adviser, you 
must throw yourself into at least one or more other pursuits. You want 
to mix with the world, and get a practical knowledge of men and 
manners, for a successful solicitor and a man of the world are one and the 
same thing. I must not occupy the time by telling more stories, though 
the remark I have just made reminds me of something worth relating. 
Some years ago I put an advertisement in the principal journals, and, 
wishing to draw attention to my personal views, I stated that only 
those who had some qualification to be called ‘‘men of the world”’ 
need respond. Would you believe that I had a letter of four 
or five pages from one candidate, seemingly an educated man, in 
which he said he had been to America, India, the Colonies, and a 
number of other places, adding, ‘‘so I hope that I have established my 
claim to being something of a man of the world.’ * * * 
Those of us who remain in the profession will, I think, see litigation 
decrease more and more. Few people like litigation. I suppose we shall 
never have a complete code in this country, but the decisions of the judges 
during the present generation have gone far to supply a code which in a 
measure tends to decrease contentious work. I believe, for example, that 
there have been fewer actions with regard to bills of exchange since the 
law on that subject has been codified. To my mind, however, the cardinal 
cause of decrease of litigation is the delay and uncertainty in the trial of 


upon another subject to-night, I wish to say that I hope it will long con. 
tinue so. I am opposed to the amalgamation of the two branches of the 
profession, and think that we should remain as we are. All I want to 
observe upon that point is, that the bar are trammelled by some old and 
antiquated rules which work unfavourably, especially in the case of juniors, 
* * * There is only one other matter upon which I need detain you. It is 
most important for the law student that he should be a member of a debat- 
ing society. It is a strange thing that in this country there is such a very 
small number out of millions of men who, in an emergency, can 
get up and defend themselves, much less defend anyone else. It 
is not part of our school education to teach men to speak—I wish 
it were. On the other side of the Channel one sees even an artizan 
conduct a little case before the judge with marked ability, and he 
evidently also cultivates the art of listening. I wish our boys were taught 
much earlier the practice of debate; anyway, every law student should 
certainly attend a discussion society. I myself derived very great advan- 
tage from being a member of this society. Many of my early friends here 
are occupying high places at the present time, heads of important London 
firms of solicitors or on the bench. No doubt there are some in this room 
like those to whom I refer, who do not know it now, but who may occupy 
equally high positions hereafter. I say this, not with a view of compli- 
menting anybody in particular, but to show that it is an advantage to be a 
member of the Law Students’ Debating Society, One not only acquires 
the art of speaking, but makes acquaintances in the legal profession. I 
believe, so far as solicitors are concerned, that law and tact and everything 
else is of minor importance on certain occasions compared to being well 
acquainted with the other side, and knowing whether he is an honourable 
opponent or otherwise. To conclude, let me say that I feel that 
very much greater care will have to be shewn in the future as to the 
tuition and culture of an articled clerk, and the course which the law student 
should take, if he hopes to attain anything like a good position. The legal 
profession has been brought to a high tone, the state in which it is now 
can hardly be excelled, and it is desirable that every man should do his 
best to keep it up. In carrying on your business have your own way if 
you can get it, proceed fairly, always maintaining a lofty standard, and, 
even if your adversary is in the wrong, do not be in too much of a hurry 
to impress upon him that you think so. I am pleased to have had ang 
opportunity of coming here to-night, it seems to bring me back to the 
very early days when I was a really active member. I hope that as long 
as I am in the legal profession I shall find occasion to come before you now 
and again, and I can only remark that if you are good enough to listen to 
anything I say with the attention you have given to-night I shall be 





actions. The ill-judged parsimony of the Treasury on the one hand, 
resulting in an insufficient staff to try cases, and the extraordinary and | 
remarkable want of organization on the other, produce deplorable delay | 
and uncertainty. Though, thanks to the Law Society and the Bar Com- | 
mittee, some useful rules are now in operation to soften down things, | 
men are ready to settle their disputes on almost any terms rather than have | 
to hang about from week to week and month to month in the courts of | 
law waiting for a hearing. It may be said by some that we are | 
going to improve all these things. I have a very strong impression tbat | 
the present system will last as long as I shall remain in the legal | 
oe fession, and probably a great deal longer. There are too many con- | 


amply rewarded. [Amidst loud and continued applause Mr. Munton 
resumed his seat. ] 








PENDING LEGISLATION. 
JUDICATURE ACTS AMENDMENT. 


A Bill intituled an Act to amend the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts. 
Be it enacted, &c. : 


1. It shall be lawful for any person who has held the office of Lord 





: interests in the way. Those who have any commercial | Chancellor, if upon the request of the Lord Chancellor he consents so to 
business will support me when I say this, that every effort is made to | do, to sit and act as a judge of the High Court or of the Court of Appeal, 
avoid going into court at all, not that people want arbitration per se— | and, while so sitting and acting, he shall have all the jurisdiction, power, 
indeed, many dislike it—but it is choice of evils. And now to another | and authority of a judge of either of those Courts, and shall rank therein 
matter. Litigation, as far as solicitors are concerned, ix a very unprofit- | according to his precedence as a peer. 
able business. There is a great deal of worry in it, and we all know that | 2. Whenever there is a vacancy in the office of a judge of the High 
many old sources of profit are taken away. It is a question which I have | Court who is president of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division 
not come here to discuss, but I say that litigation per sc is not that class of | thereof, it shall be lawful for her Majesty, by letters patent, to appoint to 
business from which we should get on very satisfactorily. There is a | that office as president of the said division any person who is a barrister 
tendency on the part of the public and the Legislature to cut down all | of not less than fifteen years’ standing, or who is a judge of the High 
profit in connection with the law, and I believe that, although we have got | Court or Court of Appeal of not less than one year’s standing, and the 
a conveyancing scale which fairly pays a solicitor for the responsibility | person so appointed shall, without prejudice to the rights of any judge of 
which he undertakes, even that will be assailed before many years are over. | the Supreme Court existing at the passing of this Act, take precedence in 
We have to think of all these things in looking at the prospects of the | court next after the Master of the Rolls. 
legal profession. ‘The business upon which solicitors will have to| 3. For the purpose of aiding the House of Lords m the hearing and 
rely in the future is the business demanding brains, and brains | determination cf appeals in Admiralty actions, the House may in any such 
will alway 8 be paid for ‘more or less according to their value. The business | appeal in which it may think it expedient to do so call in the aid of one 
of diplomatists, which is the largest business of solicitors, will get paid for | or more assessors specially qualified, and hear such appeal wholly or 
according to what 1t is worth. You must look at the class of work which partially with the assistance of such assessors. 
will be reduced, and the character of business which will remain. I say 4, This Act may be cited as the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1891, 
that, having regard to the class upon which solicitors will hereafter largely | and shall be construed as one with the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, 





have to depend, it is more than ever important to cultivate the qualities to | 1873 to 1890, which Acts, with this Act, may be cited together as the 
which I have referred. I served my articles some thirty years ago in a | Judicature Acts, 1873 to 1891. 
large and well-known office in Loudon, to the much respected senior | 
partner, long since deceased. He never pretended that he had gone - 
minutely into the technicalities of the law, but he was a splendid organizer, | i 
= could mag fag and almost everybody, and carry on a success- | 
business far better than those who were brimful of abstract legal J ~ 

ualifications. He was one of the best tacticians I ever came across, ry LEGAL NEWS. 

it were possible to get round his adversary at all, he was the man to do | APPOINTMENTS. 
it. I took some hints from him, and in the earlier part of my career I used | Mr. Joun Evwanp Hear, solicitor (of the firm of Heap & Heeley), of 
to reflect on the mode in which the gentleman referred to managed his | Honley, Yorks, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths for Honley 
fellow-men. There is one thing about our profession which is a matter of | only until July, 1893, when the commission becomes unlimited. Mr. 
great satisfaction, and that is the high tone which it has attained | Heap was admitted a solicitor in July, 1887. 
of recent years. At one time, as I said in an earlier stage of my observa- | ¥ ; ? : a , 
tions, a solicitor was nobody at all; now he stands side by side with the Mr. Farpensck Cuantes Evennonoven Jessovr, solicitor (of the firm of 
bar—in fact, he is so much mixed up with the bar by family and other Jessopp & Gough), of Waltham Abbey, has been appointed a Commissioner 
ties that it is quite ridiculous for anyone to suppose that there is any dis- | f° Oaths. Mr. Jessopp was admitted a solicitor in December, 1884. He 
tinction between the two branches, except that the one is an advocate, and | is vestry clerk for the parish of Waltham Holy Cross. 
the other is the man of business, and, although I do not want to trench! Mr. Atwent Cuantes Mactnrosn, solicitor (of the firm of Jones, Macin- 
‘ 
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tosh, & Dixon), of Cardiff, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Macintosh was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr. Ernest ALrrep Moreax, solicitor (of the firm of Morgan & Morgan), 
of Birmingham, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Morgan was admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 


Mr. Atnert Ommaney Netson, solicitor (of the firm of Nelson & Son), of 
21, Godliman-street, Doctors’-commons, E.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Nelson was admitted a proctor in Hilary 
Term, 1854, and a solicitor in Hilary Term, 1858. He is a notary and a 
parliamentary agent. 


Mr. Cuartes Epwrn Nietp, solicitor (of the firm of F. Broadbridge & 
Nield), of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Nield was admitted a solicitor in January, 1885. He is also a commis- 
sioner in the Chancery Court of Lancaster. 


Mr. Cuanrtes Lewis Purttrs, solicitor (of the firm of Goldring, Mitchell, 
& Philips), of 20, Abchurch-lane, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Philips was admitted a solicitor in November, 1880. 


Mr. Wii11am Cuaries Beastey Ronson, solicitor (of the firm of 
Bedford, Monier-Williams, & Robinson), of 7, Great Tower-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was admitted 
a solicitor in March, 1882. 

Mr. Marruew Sreruenson, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stephenson was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1885. 


Mr. Joun Wesney Wann, solicitor (of the firm of Ward & Asplin), of 
36, Lime-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
Ward was admitted a solicitor in August, 1882. 


Mr. Watrer Suersvurne Pripeavx, solicitor, of Goldsmiths’ Hall, 
Foster-lane, E.C., has had the honour of Knighthood conferred upon him 
by her Majesty, in recognition of the valuable services rendered by him to 
her Majesty’s Government on various occasions, and more especially in 
connection with the recent repeal of the duties upon gold and silver plate. 
Mr. Prideaux is the son of the late Mr. Walter Prideaux, of Faircrouch, 
Wadhurst, Sussex, by Elizabeth, daughter of the late General S. H. 
Williams, R.E. He was educated at Eton College, and was articled to 
his father, and was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1870, after having 
passed the final examination with honorary distinction, and at once 
entered into partnership with his father. He succeeded his father as clerk 
to the Goldsmiths’ Company eight years ago, having for twelve years 
previously acted as assistant-clerk to the company. 

Mr. Witi1am Honcxtnson, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hodgkinson was admitted a soiicitor 
in 1886. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissouution. 


JusTrNIaNn Vernon Muscrave and Percy Brasy, solicitors (Musgrave & 
Braby), 44, Gresham-street, London. April 24. [ Gazette, May 29. 





GENERAL. 


The Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill passed through Committee in the | 
House of Lords on the 28th ult., and was reported without amendments. 


The Duke of Clarence and Avondale, who is a bencher of the Middle 
Temple, dined with the treasurer (Lord Coleridge) and the other benchers 
of that inn, in their hall, in celebration of the Grand Day of Trinity Term. | 


We live and learn, says the St. James’s Gazette. Once upon a time it was 
believed that courts of justice were open to the public. It appears now 
that admission is obtained—as to the royal enclosure at Ascot—by tickets. 
They are not to be bought for silver or gold, but presumably they are 
exchangeable for cards to smart dances or select ‘‘ at homes.”’ 





Lord Justice Lindley and Mr. J. Napier Higgins, Q.C. (Treasurer of 
Lincoln’s-inn), have been elected Chairman and Vice-Chairman respec- | 
tively of the Council of Legal Education, in place of the Right Hon. 
Spencer Walpole, Q.C., and Lord Justice Cotton, resigned. We under- | 
stand that several important alterations affecting the education and | 
examination of students for the bar are in contemplation by the council. 


In a town up north, says the Central Law Journal, an ex-judge is cashier 
of a bank. One day recently he refused to cash a cheque offered by a. 
stranger. ‘‘The cheque is all right,’’ he said, ‘‘but the evidence you | 
offer in identifying yourself as the person to whose order it is drawn is 
scarcely sufficient.’’ ‘* 1 have known you to hang a man on less evidence, 
judge,’’ was the stranger’s response. ‘‘ Quite fikely,” replied the ex- 
judge, ‘‘ but when it comes to letting go of cold cash we have to be 
careful.”’ * 


The Speaker laid on the table of the House of Commons on Thursday | 
the ninth edition of ‘‘The Rules, Orders, and Forms of Procedure re- 
lating to the Public Business of the House of Commons,” edited and en- 
larged by the Clerk of the House. The edition was prepared for press 
shortly after the House, during the year 1888, established the le of 
Standing Orders now in force; but it was felt desirable to wait until the 
new standing orders had received interpretation and enforcement by 
practice and rulings from the chair, and with this object the publication 
of the edition was withheld until the eighth edition was exhausted. 


The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the ensuing 
summer assizes, viz. :—South-Hastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Hawkins : | 











Home Circuit, Mr. Justice Mathew; Western Circuit, Mr. Justice Cave 
and Mr. Justice Mathew ; Oxford Circuit, Baron Pollock; Midland Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams; Lord Chief Justice Coleridge and Mr. 
Justice Wills will join the circuit at Birmingham and stafford respectively, 
when Baron Pollock and Mr. Justice Williams will return to town; North 
Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Lawrance; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Henn Collins ; Northern Circuit, Mr. Justice A. L. Smith and Mr. Justice 
Wright ; North-Eastern Circuit, Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice Gran- 
tham. Both civil and criminal business will be taken at these assizes, 
which are expected to begin early in July. 

In the House of Commons on the Ist inst. Mr. Cozens-Hardy asked 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether, since the Tithe Act, 1891, a 
landowner was entitled to deduct from the ‘tithe rent-charge payable by 
him to the tithe-owner the property tax assessed in respect thereof ; and, 
if he was not so entitled, whether property tax was —_— by the land- 
owner on the full amount of the rent received by him from the occupier, 
or only upon such part of the rent as did not t tithe rent-charge ; 
and how was such part to be ascertained by the occupier. The Chancellor 
of the Exchequer said: A landowner is entitled to deduct the income-tax 
from the tithe rent-charge payable by him to the tithe-owner, provided 
the amount of such tithe rent-charge is included in the assessments on 
the occupiers of the lands out of which the tithe rent-charge arises, which 
will be the case unless the tithe-owner has elected to be assessed and is 
personally assessed in t of his tithe rent-charge. Information as to 
whether the tithe is included in the assessments of the lands out of which 
it arises can be obtained on application to the surveyor of. taxes for the 
district in which the lands are situate. 


In the House of Commons on the 28th ult. Mr. Leng asked the Attorney- 
General whether limited liability companies in the United Ki m could 
obtain, until recently, from Messrs. Eyre & Spottiswoode, the Queen’s 
printers, certified copies of the Companies Acts for production in foreign 
courts of law without any — for the certificate ; whether the . euatas 
of such certificates had been subjected to a charge, by an official in the 
Parliament Office, of a guinea for certifying each Act, and 10s. 6d. for 
every 100 folios, bringing up the total for a set of the Companies Acts to 
about £25; whether there was any reason for imposing this new charge on 
public companies; whether such fees were excessive; and whether he 
would give instructions for a more moderate scale of fees to be adopted. 
The Attorney-General said: The answer to the first paragraph of the 
question is in the affirmative. | With reference to the second raph, 
the change in the practice was instituted because it was considered that, 
inasmuch as the Lord Chancellor has to affix the great seal to the Act in 
question, this step should only be taken upon the certificate of the Clerk 
of Parliaments, who is the official custod The fees are paid to the 
Treasury, aud no part is paid to nor ‘are the fees any perquisite of the 
gentleman named in the question. So far as my opinion is of value, I 
do not see that the fees are in any way excessive. There is no obligation 
to obtain certified copies. Any foreign court may, if it thinks fit, be 
satisfied with a copy printed by the Queen’s printers, in the same way as 
our courts accept an Act so sunbed. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Recisrrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 2. Currry. Norrn. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Lavie Mr. Rolt 
Clowes 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes Carri Farmer 
Jackson Lavie Rolt 
Clowes i Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srigwixe. Kexewicnu. Romer. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey 
Pemberton Beal Leach 
Ward Ny Godfrey 
Pemberton Leach 
Ward = Godfrey 
Pemberten Leach 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1891. 
APrrEaLs oo — Spur 
Set down to Sati » May 16, inclusive). 3 : 
FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(Continued from p. 514.) 
For ing. 
(Pinal Tis.) 

In re C Robson, dec, Larkman ¥ Robson app of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated March 11 on far con April 29 — 
London, Chatham, and Dover Ry Co ¥ South-Eastern Ry Co of defts 

from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated A 10, 1 91 A 30 
In re Portuguese Consolidated Mines, ld, & Co’s Acts app of Lord 
Inchiguin from order of Mr Justice North, dated April 24, 1 1 A 30 
Sykes v Burr 1 SS . -grehatome garrett - 
wich, dated A - y ¥ 
smith v eke g app of plts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
May 1, 1891 May 6 
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In re Jane Davis, dec, In re T H Davis, dec, Evans v Moore app of deft! Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Charles, dated 23 Jan, affirming judgt of 


from judgt of Mr Justice North on originating summons dated April 20, 
1891 May 8 

In re Statein, dec, Warburton v Stephens app of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 16, 1891, varying chief clerk’s certifi- 
cate May 9 

Faulder’s Brewery Co, 1d, v Bownass app of plts from order of Mr Justice 

- Romer, dated March 16, 1891 May 11 

Mineral Residues Syndicate v Levant Mine Adventurers app of plts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated April 22, 1891 May 12 

In re Jacobs, dec, White v Jacobs app of deft Fanny Hart from judgt 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 18, 1891 May 13 

In re Samuel Hurst, dec, Addison v Topp app of plt from order of Mr 
Justice Chitty, dated Feb 4, 1891, on fur con May 14 

Harrison, Amslie, & Co v Mayor, &c, of Barrow-in-Furness app of plts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Romer, dated Jan 12, 1891 May 14 

From the Chancery and Probate and Divorce Divisions. 
Interlocutory List. 
1891. 


Bridge v Herbert app of plt from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 24 | 


March, 1891 (security ordered April 22) April 14 

Badeley v The Consolidated Bank app of W P V Wallis from order of 
Mr Justice North, dated 16 April, 1891, dismissing summons for review 
of taxation May 7 

Mangan v Met Electric Supply Cold app of deft from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated 8 May, for transfer of action to Q B Division May 11 

Mander v Falcke app of deft G E Hinds (sued as George Edwards) from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 8 May, restraining from carrying 
on disorderly house in breach of covenant in lease May 15 


In re W Briggs, dec Earp & anr (creditors) v Briggs &anr app of Messrs | 


J & W Heathcote (creditors) from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated 1 
May, refusing transfer of action to Derby County Court May 15 
From the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
Final List. 
1891. 
Winby v The Manchester, Bury, Rochdale & Oldham Steam Tramways Co 


app of plt from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 15 Dec, 1890 Feb 3 | 


(security ordered for £50, March 9, 1891) 

Perry v Glazebrook app of dfts from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
10 Feb 1891 March 2 (S O by order until Thursday, May 28, unless 
previously compromised, when it may be mentioned any morning) 

In re Higginbotham & Orrell’s Settlement Trusts (construction) app of 


trustees of will of M T Higginbotham & anr from order of the Vice- 


Chancellor, dated 13 Jan refusing to direct transfer of settlement funds 
March 26 (S O by order till Thursday, May 28, to see if new trustees 
can be appointed) 

N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are 


reached in the General and Separate Lists are set aside and taken on the | 


first Thursday in every Sittings, and afterwards on the first Thursday in 
the following months during the Sittings. 

N.B.—During Trinity Sittings Palatine Appeals (if any reached) will be 
taken on the following days, viz :—Thursday, May 28, Thursday, June 4, 
Thursday, July 2, Thursday, Aug 6. 

FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. 

For Judgment. 
The Skinners’ Co v Knight & ors app of plts from refusal of Mr Justice 

Charles to give jdgt at trial on finding of jury, dated Dec 19, 1890 (cav 


May 13, — the Lord Chancellor, the Master of the Rolls, and Lord 
Justice Fry) 
For Hearing. 
Final List. 
1890. 


Rogers, Sons & Co v Lambert & Co app of pit from judgt of Mr Justice 


Day, dated 4 July, at trial without a jury in Middlesex - allowed 17 | 


Nov, 1890, by Master of Rolls and Lords Justices Lindley and Lopes 
(restored to be in paper on a day to be appointed for claimants to be 
heard) 


Evans v The Newfoundland Ry Co & others app of plt from judgt of Mr 
Justice A L Smith, dated 22 Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
Dec 4 (pt hd March 9—present, Master of Rolls and Lords Justices 
Bowen and Fry—stand over by order until further notice) 

. 1891. 

Armour v Bate app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15 Dec, 
at trial without a jury at Lancaster Armour v Bate app of pit 
from order of Mr Justice Wills, dated 15 Dec, at Lancaster, refusing to 

trial (to come on with final appeal by order) Jan 1 

P Coal & Iron Co, ldv L& NW Ry Co (construction) app of plts 

j of Mr Justice Wills, Sir F Peel, and Mr Commissioner Price, 

Jan 12, dismissing summons to distinguish rates in rate book under 

14 of Regulation Act, 1873 Jan 24 

Coal & Iron Co,ldv L& N W Ry Co&GW Ry Co (construction) 

of pits from like judgt as in Speen case Jan 24 

Attorney-Gen v Sharpe & anr (Q B Revenue Side) app of defts from 


Ese 
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of Justices Stephen & Charles, dated 16 Dec, 1890 Jan 27 

Navigation Collieries ld v The Rhymney Ry Co app of defts 
of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 21 Jan at trial without a jury 

Middlesex Jan 29 (8 O till mentioned to fix a day) 
Goddard & anr v Hill app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 
Zi Nov, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Jan 29 (security ordered 

9 Feb, 1991) 

F H Wenman v Lyon & Co (Q B Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of 


a 
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County Court for claimant on interpleader Jan 30 

Kingsford v Oxenden app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Vaughan 
Williams, dated 30 Oct, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 2 

Woodfin v Marston & Co ld app of plt from judg of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 27 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 2 

Braunstein v Lewis & anr app of plt in person from judg of Mr Justice 
Day, dated 30 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 3 

Hilder v Hume, Webster & Co app of defts from judg of Mr Justice 
Lawrance, dated 23 Jan, at trial with common jury in Middlesex Feb 5 

The School Board for London v Wall Bros app of § H Collins (Trustee 
in Bankruptcy) from part of judg of Mr Justice Day, dated 18 Nov, at 
trial with special jury in Middlesex, as directs appellant to pay plts’ 
costs of action personally Feb 6 

The London Bank of Mexico & South America ld v Apthorpe (Surveyor of 





Taxes) (QB Revenue Side) app of the London Bank of Mexico from 
judg of Justices Stephen and Charles, dated 19 Jan, 1891 Feb 7 
| The Justices of the Peace for the County of Kent v Sandgate Local Board 
| app of defts from judg of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 27 Jan, at trial 
| without a jury in Middlesex Feb 7 
| De Coninck v Singer app of deft Jacob Singer from judgt of Mr Justice 
| Day, dated 30 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 9 
Levin & Co v Seligsen (trading &c) app of plt from judgt of Lord Justice 
Fry, dated 20 Feb, 1890, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 9 
| Lethbridge & anr v Harris & anr app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Mathew, dated 2 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 12 
Handyside & Cold v Gentry app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 26 Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 12 
Tomkinson & anr v The Balkis Consolidated Co ld app of defts from 
| judgt of Baron Pollock, dated 7 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middle- 
| sex Feb 14 
| Gregory v Casselden app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 3 
| Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex Feb 14 
| Brown v Hawkes (Q.B. Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of Justices 
| Cave & A. L. Smith, dated 28 Jan, affirmg judgt of Clerkenwell County 
| Court Feb17 
| Nash v The Cunard Steamship Co, ld (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from 
judgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 2 Feb, affirming 
judgt of County Court Feb 17 
| Hick v Rodocanachi, Sons, & Co and ors app of defts Raymond and Reid 
from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 11 Feb, at trial without a jury 
| in Middx Feb 18 
The Mercantile Investment and General Trust Co, ld v ‘The International 
Co of Mexico app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 4 Feb, 
at trial without a jury in Middx Feb 19 
Brinkworth v Pentelow app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated 7 Feb, at trial without a jury at Northampton Feb 19 
The Rhymney Ry Co v The Bute Docks Co app of Rhymney Ry Co from 
judgt of Mr Justice Wills, Sir F Peel, and Mr Commissioner Price, 
dated Feb 12, dismissing appln Feb 19 
| Lovering v The City of London and Southwark Subway Co app of plt 
| from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated Feb 17, at trial without a 
| jury in Middlesex Feb 20 
| Bishop v The Southern Counties Deposit Bank app of plt from jdgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated 11 Feb at trial in Middlesex (jury discharged) 
damages agreed if jdgt set aside Feb 21 
Brace v The Abercarn Coal Co, ld (Q B Crown Side) app of defts from 
jdgt of Baron Pollock & Mr Justice Charles, dated 30 Jan on app from 
Cornty Court at Newport, Mon Feb 24 
| Huggins v The London & South Wales Coal Co (Q B Crown Side) app of 
defts from jdgt of Baron Pollock and Mr Justice Charles, dated 30 Jan 
on app from County Court at Newport, Mon Feb 24 
Challoner v Vaughan app of plt from jdgt of Mr Justice Day, dated 19 
Feb at trial without a jury at Lancaster Feb 26 
Cross v Roberts app of deft from jdgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 18 
Feb at trial without a jury in Middlesex March 2 
Pinto & anr v Trott & Co app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Day, 
dated 22 Jan, at trial with special jury in Middlesex March 3 
Thomas v Searles & anr (first issue) app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
A L Smith, dated 16 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex March 5 
Thomas v Searles & anr (second issue) app of defts from judgt of Mr Jus- 
tice A L Smith, dated 16 Feb, at trial without a jury in Middlesex 
March 5 
Kirkinan v The British Ship Owners’ Mutual Protection Association, 1d 
app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 16 Jan, at trial 
without a jury in Middlesex March 6 
Tinkler v Smith & anr app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Feb 14, at trial (jury discharged) in Middlesex March 9 
Le Messurier v Taylor app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated 12 March, at trial svithout a jury in Middlesex March 23 
Parkyn & anr v F Campbell & Co app of pit fom judgt of the Lord 
Chief Justice, dated 28 Feb, at trial (jury discharged) at Bodmin Mar 24 
Lloyd’s Bank, ld v Passey app of defts from judgt of Hawkins, J, dated 
9 March, at trial without a jury at Stafford March 26 
Dearne & Dove Steel Co ld v Phoenix Ry Carriage and Wagon Co app of 
defts from jdgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 17 March, at trial without 
a jury at York April 1 
Edmunds v Gilbert app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, dated 21 
_ March, at trial without a jury at Birmingham April 2 
Clark v Dawber app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 23 
| March, at trial without a jury at Leeds April 2 
Broadbent v Smedley app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith, 
dated 21 March, at trial without a jury at April 4 
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I ° 
anne Patrick v Dear ap’ oc oS Bey See Mr Justice Mathew, dated | Cave and Charles, dated 28 April, di tule nisi for mandamus to 
ligt of 23 March, at trial without a jury at 1 April 7 determine equivalent for loss under terms of Warrant, 1884 May9 
Clarke v Chadwick app of dft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills dated 25 | F E T Fowler (judgt creditor) v Jas Bowles (j debtor) Sarah 
ighan March, at trial without a jury at Birmingham (jury discharged) April10| (claimant) app of claimant from order of Justices Mathew and Day, 
2 Liverpool District Registry Dodson & Cov Robinson & Co app of dfts dated 8 — ing judge’s order dated 16 Dec, 1890 May 11 
Day, from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 24 March, at trial without a | The North Wales Gold loration Co, ld v Seaver & ors app of og from 
jury at Liverpool April 10 order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew, dated 1 April, 
ustice Halpin v McLaren app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 17 directing review of taxation of costs under judgment dated 2 May, 1890 
Jan, at trial without a jury in Middlesex April 16 May 11 
ustice Caswell v Sheen & ors app of dfts from judgt of Mr. Justice Cave, dated | Hind v Raikes & ors app of plt in person from order of Justices Mathew 
Feb 5 1 April, at trial without a jury at Stafford April 17 & Vaughan Williams, dated 15 April, staying action as vexatious May 12 
rustee Bryan v Atlantic Patent Fuel Co (Q I} Crown Side) app of plt from | Gough v The Mayor, &c, of Liverpool app of The Mayor, &c, of Liver- 
ov, at judgt of Justices Day and Lawrance, dated 16 April, on app from judge poel from judgt of Justices Day & Lawrance, dated 24 April, on special 
pits’ of sg ce Court oY ig gt case stated by arbitrator May 13 
Snow v Colonna app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Henn Collins, dated ‘ A iz ve 
yor of 15 April, at trial without a jary he Middlesex April 27 FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
from Dobell & Co vy Watts, Ward & Co & ors app of dfts from directions given New Trial Paper. 
by judge and from judgt entered, dated 11 April, after trial by Mr Jus- ° 1891. : 
Board tice Wills and a special jury in Middlesex April 27 Parsons v Tomlinson appln of deft for j or new trial on app from 
- trial Coburn v The Great Northern Ry Co appof plt from judgt of Mr Justice | verdict & judgt at before Mr Justice Lawrance with special jury at 
Hawkins, dated 10 April, directing nonsuit at trial with a jury in| Liverpool April 8 Woollacott v Pilkington app of deft from judgt of 
istice _ Middlesex April 28 Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 18 March, at trial without a jury at Liver- 
Moul & anr v Groenings & anr (Q B Crown Side) app of plts from jdgt | pool April 16 (advanced by order) ‘ 
istice of Justices A L Smith and Grantham, dated 24 April, affirming judgt of | Kichards v Stogdon appln of pit for judgt or new trial on app from 
9 judge of County Court April 29 verdict & judgt, dated 20 March, at trial before Mr Justice Vaughan 
istice In re the Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883, McGough & ors | _ Williams with special jury at Cardiff April 14 , 
petnrs FP Gough & ors resps (Q B Crown Side) app of petnrs from | Evelyn v Hurlbert applu of plt for j or new trial on app from 
Day, order of Justices Cave and Vaughan Williams, dated April 14, affirming | verdict & judgt, dated 20 April, at trial before Mr Justice Cave with a 
dismissal of petition by county court judge under Agricultural Holdings | _ special jury in Middlesex April 27 t ‘ 
from * Act, 1883 April 29 | Hood v Brown appln of plts for judgt or new trial on app from verdict & 
ldle- Welbury v Payton app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated | judgt, dated 23 April, at trial before Mr Justice Wills & common jury 
March 21 at trial without a jury at Leeds April 30 in Middlesex April 28 ‘ 
ted 3 Hooper v Large (late Goodwin) app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Marchioness of Huntly v Bedford Hotel Co,1d appiln of plt for ‘i or 
Grantham, dated May 19, 1890, at trial without a jury in Middlesex | new trial on app from verdict & judgt, dated 25 April, at trial before 
stices April 30 Mr Justice Wills and special jury in Middlesex May 2 . 
unty Everett, Assignee of Tanner, v Paxton (married woman, separate estate) | Alldred v West Met Trams Co (Vestry of Hammersmith Sot pantiog appr 
(Q B Crown Side) app of deft from judgt of Justices A L Smith and <* for new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated April 18, at 
from Grantham (differing), dated April 23, affirming judgt of judge of county | _ trial before Mr Justice Hawkins and a special jury in Middlesex May 4 
ning court April 30 | Smith & Wife v Bailey appn of plt for ju or new trial on ——- 
Hirst v Sadler app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Feb 2,| verdict and judgt, dated April 22, at trial before Mr Justice Wills and 
Reid at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 1 | a a Middlesex | May 4 ; 
jury Rendell v Barraclough ' app of deft from judgt of Mr Justice A L Smith, | Bristol and West of England Bank, ld, v Midland me bo appn of defts 
dated 16 April, at trial without a jury at Leeds May 1 | for new trial on app from judgt given on fur con, dated“April 18, after 
ional Acland & ors v Simpson app of plt from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, | trial before the Lord Chief Justice at Bristol (special jury discharged) 
Feb, dated 25 April, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 4 | _ May 4 ; i . 
Taws v Knowles (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from judgt of Justices | Lowry v Humbert appn of pit for judgt or new trial on app from verdict 
nam, A L Smith and Grantham, dated 15 April, reversing judgt of judge of | and judgt, dated May 6, at trialbefore Mr Justice Denman and a special 
county court May 4 | jury in Middlesex May 13 
from Allchurch & anr vy The Assessment Committee & Guardians of Hendon | Gibbs v London and North-Western Ry Co appn of defts for judgt or 
rice, Union (Q B Crown Side) app of Assessment Committec from order of | ew trial on opp from verdict and judgt, dated May 8, at trial before 
Justices A L Smith and Grantham, dated 14 April, affirming order of _ Mr Justice Wills and a common jury in Middlesex May 15 
f plt Sessions, subject to case stated May 4 Keeley v Appleby appn of defts (except Joseph Dugdale) for judgt or 
ut a The Bristol & West of England Bk, ld v The Midland Ry Co app of defts | new trial on app from verdict and judgt, dated May 1, at trial before 
from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated 18 April, at trial (jury dis- | _ Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury at Manchester May 15 
rt of charged) at Bristol May 4 | Heitzmann vGowenloch appn of deft for judgt or new trial on app from 
ged) Tharsis Sulphur and Copper Co, ld y Morel Bros & Co and Richards | verdict and judgt on claim and counter-claim, dated May 11, at trial 
& Co app of defts Richards & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Charles, | _ before Mr Justice A I Smith and a common jury in Middlesex May 15 
from dated May 2, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 5 | Banks v Kelly & Grundy (trading, &c) appn of defts for judgt or new 
from Grand Hotel, Prague, ld, v Concessions Trust, ld app of defts from jud trial on app from verdict and j dated May 12, at trial before Mr 
of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated April 25, at trial without a jury in Mid- __ Justice Wills and a common jury in Middlesex May 16 
p of dlesex May 5 | Brunlees v Dickson appn of pit for new trial on app from verdict and 
Jan City and South London Ry Co v London County Council (Q B Crown judgt, dated May 11, before Mr Justice Denman and a special jury in 
Side) app of the London County Council from judgt of Justices AL | Middlesex May 16 
1 19 — and Grantham, dated April 22, on app from magistrate’s order | FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
ay | Sitti ; 
118 — v — 4 ors (Q B eee Side) app of defts the Treharris | — — asia 
rewery Co, ld, & anr from judgt of Justices A L Smith and Grantham, | [py re J G Smith (expte Offi i expte sial Receiver 
day, dated April 24, dismissing app from judge of county court May 7 pont te ee © pe bnceorsg me 1 oes ee 
Harrison, Ainslie, & Co vy Muncaster app of plts from judgt of Mr Justice | Jy re LJ Twyne Expte The Debtor app of debtor from receiving order 
tice Day, dated Feb 20, at trial without a jury at Lancaster May 7 | dated 12 March, made on ptn of Jukes Coulson ’ 
th 5 Reeves Vv Butcher app of plt from judgt of Justices Day and Lawrance, | Jy re A Webber Expte S Slater app of S Slater (Receiver) from order of 
Jus- dated April 28, on ee case after argument of points of law raised in | My Justice Cave, dated 18 March, that partnership proceeds are subject 
2sex pleadings, judgt ordered to be entered for deft, with costs May 8 to repayment of "balance of testator’s share 
Towerson v Jackson, executrix (Q B Crown Side) app of plt from judgt | In re Jno Gamgee (expte Ward) app of John Gamgee from receiving 
ld of Justices Day and Lawrance, dated April 21, dismissing app from | order made by Mr Registrar Linklater, dated 27 April, 1891 
trial _ judge of county court May 12 | In re W E Cloete (expte Debtor) of Debtor from receiving onder 
North Wales Gold Exploration Co v Seaver & ors app of La Caisse des | made by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated. May 13, 1891 
am, jury ie Mie — ny oe Cave, dated May 2, at trial without a Jy re Croaker and anr (expte Debtor) app of Debtor from order of Mr 
am, Lamborn Valley Ry Co v Billups app of defts from judgt of Mr Justice | Rig hie , e e e  Ce 
Lawrance, dated May 1, at trial without a jury in Middlesex May 4 | FROM PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND AMIRALTY DIVISION, 
_ FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND ADMIRALTY DIVISIONS. | eee Hering. 2 
ted Interlocutory List. | With Nautical Assessors, 
1891. . 1890, 
. of Walford v The Prince Steamship Co ld app of defts from order of | Ship Accomac (salvage) Owners, masters, & crews of steamships ** Inver- 
ar Justices Mathew and Vaugban Williams, dated April 15, affirming order | ness,” “ Flying Scud,” ‘* Heather Bell,” and “Spurn” v Owners of 
for stay of action pursuant to Arbitration Act, 1889, sec 4 May 2 Ship Accomac, cargo & freight Owners of Ship ‘‘ Accomac,’’ cargo & 
121 The Finska Angfartygs Aktiebolaget v Brown, T & Co app of freight and owners of Ship “ Albert Edward "* and ors v Owners of Ship 
defts from order of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr Justice Mathew, dated | ‘* Accomac,”’ cargo and freight appl of pits in first action from judgt of 
93 22 April, for review of taxation May 8 | the President, dated 11 Dec, 1890 Dee 18 
The Queen on prosecution of Col E Mitchell v H M Secretary of State for | . 1891. 
War (Q B Crown Side) app of Col E Mitchell from order of Justices | Ships ‘‘ Homewood’ & “Eloy Palacios’’ (damage) Owners of * Bley 
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Palacios ’’ & Cargo vy Owners of ‘‘ Homewood” & Freight Owners of 
** Homewood ” v Owners of ‘‘ Eloy Palacios’? app of plts in first act 
from judgt of the President (Sir Jas Hannen), dated 19 Dec, 1890 Jan 8 
Ship Boston City (damage) G B Vassals & ors vy Owners of Boston City 
app be lts = jdgt of the President (Sir James Hannen), dated 24 
Nov, 9 
Ship HMS Rupert (damage) Owners of Eaton Hall v C B Theobald, 
Captain of H MS a app of dfts from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, 
dated 1 Aug, 1890 Feb 1 
Ship Yesper (damage) Sone of the Star of England v Owners of the 
Ves ond app of plts from jdgt of the President, dated 9 Feb Feb 21 
Ship Test (damage) Teeside Iron Engine Works Co, ld v C C Duncan 
app of dfts from jdgt of Mr Justice Butt, dated 29 Jan Feb 23 
a Mangalore (damage) Owners of Ship Sudbourne & ors v Owners of 
- — app of plts from jdgt of the President, dated 22 Jan 
e 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
Tyssex.—May 30, at 59, Priory-road, West Hampstead, the wife of Amherst D. Tyssen, 
D.C.L., barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAG 
Cupahe—Ratemaen. —March 30, at the Dilkoosh Hotel, Northdene, Natal, South Africa, 
vans Coakes, solicitor, Durban, Natal, to Elisabeth Maud, eldest daughter of 
enry and Clarissa Chase Brereton, and granddaughter of the Rev. Canon 
, Bector of 8t. Mary’s, Bedford. 


DEATHS. 
Barr.—May 29, at 10, Westbourne-terrace, Kelvinside, Glasgow, David Barr, solicitor, 
CaLtow.—May 23, ig Octagon House, Douglas, Isle of Man, Thomas Cheslyn Callow, J.P., 
Cricutoy. > 29, at 13, Nelson-street, Edingburgh, James Arthur Crichton, Sheriff of 
the Lothians and Peebles, aged 66. 


Weester.—May 31, at Edgehill, Peterculter, N.B., John Webster, LL.D., advocate in 
Aberdeen, formerly M.P. for the city of Aberdeen, aged Sv. 





‘Warstxc To rxtespisc Hovse Purcnasers & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary ai ents thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, o ee posite Town Hall, "Victoria-street, West- 

minster (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cifices, &c.—[ Apvr.] 


Rents collected and distraints levied to recover same by Messrs. Heyry C. Woop 

surveyor to the parish of Tooting) and Hexry Kirsy—Woop & Kirsy—Certificated 

1, Great er = ay te Bedford-row, W.C. Noc made to landlords if 

Ha over £20. eo lesome tenants got rid of. Possession also taken under Bills of 

&c. Bailiffs to the parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West and City of 

London (Farrmgdon Ward). Money paid over same day received. Bankers, City Bank, 

Holborn-viaduct. References, if desired, to clients of many years’ standing ; personal 
and prompt attention.—[ApvrT.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, May 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY. 

Appieicn amg Co, Liuitep—Petition for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be 
heard bef: , J. on Saturday, June 6 Moojen, Leadenhall st, solor for petner 
Notice son appearing must reach the above-named not jater than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of June 5 

Camwerox Freenoip Lixp asp Isvestuest Co, Liurrep—Petition for winding up, pre- 

May 27, directed to be heard on Saturday, June6 Saunders & Co, Coleman st, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of June 5 

Cuampios Reers (Wares) Gotp Mixes Co, Liurrep—Petition for winding up, presented 
May 28, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J, on June6 Minet Harvie & Smith, 
solors for petners 

Doge Gatieer, Liurrev—On petition preferred April 10 North, J, ordered that the 

: up of the company be continued. Nicholson ‘& Co, Coleman st, 
solors for 


Mosteomerysnire Fraxver Co, Linttep—Creditors are required, on or before July 10, to 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Arthur 
a 39, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for 


a Luoutep—Creditors are required, on or before June 8, to send their 
names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hon ‘Arthur George 
Brand and Thomas Russell Kent, 44, Jeffrey’s sqr, St Mary Axe Budd & Co, Austin- 

a solors for liquidators 
Russert, Cozpser, & Co, Lintren—Petition for winding up, presented May 28, directed 
to be heard on Saturday, June 6 Budd & Co, Austinfnars, nr’s solors Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


June 5 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Bisiex Scnoorroon Cive Society, Schoolroom, Bisley, Gloucester say he al 
Ussox Bexerit Societys, Shieldficid lane, Newcastle upon Tyne May 
Ecourstoxe Temrexaxce Fusexpuy Society, Club B toom, 4A Darlington 


May 2% 
Susrzypep ror Turzer Mowstus. 
. ~—- Teve Ivonites Friexviy Society, Cross Keys Inn, Blaenavon, Monmouth 
iy 


London Gazette.—TURavas, rag te 2. 

JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Limirep 1s Cuascery. 

Asoto-Aurnicas Avrouatic Box Co, Liniten—Petn for winding up, presented May 29, 
directed to be heard on June 13 Clement & Co, Pall Mall Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of June 12 

Capoxtox sexta Barry Laxec axp Buioixe Co, Liniren—Creditors are required, on 
or before Tuesday, June ®), to send their names and addresses, and the partic ulars of 
their or claims, to Frederick Noah Jones, Park chmbrs, Westgate st, Cardiff 

Tuesday, July 14, at 11, if appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


Kovcatioxsat Macazise Peowsanixe Co, Loarren — Creditors are required, on or 

June W), to send their names and and the particulars of their debts or 

Jone oe Henry Champnes, 57, Moorgate st Rodgers & Clarkson. Walbrook, 
qidater 

Sous Owex & Co, Laniten—Creditors are rec uired, on or before July 1, to send their 


names ati addrevses, and ———- of their debts or claims, to Thomas Mortimer, 
10, King #, nam July 9, at 10.0, is appointed for hearing and 
upon the said debts claims 


FPEIENDLY menge  f DISSOLVED. 
Saxctvany Pee or tux Wear, Branch of the Ancient Order of Shepherds Friendly 


Society, Three Crowns, High t West, Sunderland May 24 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 19. 
Betcnuter, Epuuxp Wiiu1aym, St Anne’s rd, Tottenham, Contractor. June1. Chapple & 
Co, Carter lane : 
Birca, Witi1am Jouy, Chancellor rd, Dulwich, Esq. June 13. Bucknill, Gray’s inn pl 
Brierry, Tuomas, Freehold, Rochdale, Gent. May 30. Molesworth, Rochdale 
eet = Mary, Blackburn, Licensed Victualler. June 27. Holland & Callis, Black- 


urn 
Cuark, James, Parker, Leeds, Draper. June 30. Hewson, Leeds 
Davey, James Quetta, Beluchistan, Engineman. June 20. Greenfield, Queen Vic- 
toria st 


ria 

Epwarps, Witi1am Josern, Elmore st, Essex rd, Islington, Portrait Engraver. July 4 
Theobald, Furnival’s inn 

ee. Sous Mornis, Kimberley rd, Harrow, Gent. June 17. Lee, Queen Vic- 


st 
Harris, a Gorleston villas, West Dulwich, Gent. June 20. Phillips, Gray’s inn sq 
HicerxsoTnam, Wiit1AM, Housefield rd, Sheffield. Forthwith. Jones & Co, Cardiff 
Hoiianps, Wit.1aM, Hartlip, Kent, Yeoman. June 8. Stephens & Son, Chatham 


nate 7 nine og K, Wavertree, nr Liverpool, retired Sawyer. June 16. Hore & Co, 

As. Kibworth Beauchamp, Leics, Farmer. June 16. Douglass, Market 
Harborough 

Jarman, Ayn Exizasetn, Slough, Bucks. July 14. Rudall, Watling st 

JOuNSTONE, cosmos | Bradford, Surveyor to the Bradford School Board. June 30. Wade 

LEEs, Dave Wichita, Willenhall, Staffs, Auctioneer. June1S. Clark, Willenhall 

Park, Wuyriti, North Shields, Master Mariner. June 8. Lietch & Co, North Shields 

Pysvus, Susay, Kingston upon Hull. June 26. Stead & Sibree, Hull 

Ratcuirre, Berry, Sowerby, Halifax. June 19. Furness, Brighouse 

Rosixsox, Mary, Plymouth. June 24. Winter & Co, Bedford row 

Row iso, ~ pa Liverpool, retired Produce Broker. June 30. Bartlett & Atkinson, 


Liverpoo! 
Senet, a Hedon in Holderness, Yorks, Gent. July 11. Leak & Co, Kingston 


m Hull 
Sairu, “tau, Blackburn, Beerseller. June 5. Piatts, Blackburn 


SweetixG, Jouy, Knaresborough, Yorks, Gent. June 27. Kirby & Son, Knaresborough 
and Harrogat e 
Turver, Cuar.es, Kingston upon Hull, Master Mariner. June 30. Wilson & Sons, Hull 


Weare, ° Tuomas, [arnarvon, Draper. June 20. Lloyd & Roberts, Ruthin, North 
ales 


Woopmay, Cuartes, George lane, Botolph lane, Eastcheap, Merchant. June 17. Van 
Sandau & Co, King st, Cheapside 

Worsrotp, James, ‘Petworth, Sussex, Fellmonger. May 31. gece Petworth 

London Gazetie.—Fripay, May 2: 

Awsrey, Frepertck Georce, Alpha rd, St John’s Wood, Gedioe: June 30. White, 
New i inn, Sti 

ArRNALL, James, Leake, Lincs, Farmer. June8. Waite & Co, Boston 

Asupy, Nicnoras Hermans, Quenby Hall, Leics, Esq. August 1. Thompson & Sons, 


Grantham : . 
Bary, Marcanet, Rye hill, Newcastle on Tyne. July 1. Davies & Balkwill, Newca:t'e 


on e 
Boppy, Extzaseta Cerrito, Devonshire rd, Forest hill. June 50. Foord, Philpot lane 
Burnanp, Artuur Cuares, Hyde Park gate, Esq. July 15. Crowders & Vizird, Lin- 

coln’s inn fields 
Burs, Wii.1am, Grove rd, Victoria Park July 1. Yates, Chancery lane 
Caton, Semsen, Ashton on Mersey, Merchant’s Buyer. June 17. Rylance & Son, Man- 

chester 
Cawpei, Witi1am James, Luton, Beds, Timber Merchant. July 31. Knowles, Luton 
Cuampers, Frances, Taylor hill, nr Huddersfield, Bone Boiler. June 15. Drake, 

Hudderstield 
Cui.rox, Marcanret, London rd, Liverpool. June 20. Nield, Liverpool 
Cioven, Jouy, Grindleton, Yorks, Yeoman. June 30. Robinson & Sons, Clitheroe 
Dixoy, Benjamin, Bradford, Gent. June1. Farrar, Bradford 
Epmoxvs, Dorotuea Exizapern, Tasley, Salop. July 20. Potts & Potts, Broseley 
Emsieton, Ricuarp Cowarp, Alnwick, Northmbrind. May 27. Percy, Alnwick 
Farvett, Cuarces, Rutland * Pitney sq, Stepney, retired Coal Merchant. June 30. 

Randall & Son, Copthall bl dngs 
Fexy, Parrick, Wrabness, Essex, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 20. Mustard, Furnival’s 

inn, and lanningires, 

Fixs, Tuomas, Pembridge villas, Bayswater. July 1. Taylor, Old Burlington st 
Gooprince, Sopnta, Aldebert terr, Clapham. June 30. White, New inn, Strand 
Haxreis, Tuomas, Sleaford, Lincs, Foreman. June 13. Green & Williams, Nottingham 
Hernersuaw, Witiam, Toft, nr Market Rasen, Lincs, Farmer. June 30. Danby & 

Sons, Lincoln 
Issocent, "ARTHU n, Kibworth Beauchamp, Leics, Farmer. June 16. Douglass, Market 

Harborough 
Jouurve, Wittiam, Hull, Gent. July 1. Holme, Liverpool 
Kavi, Jous James, Gresham rd, Staines, Esq. July 1. Davies & Balkwill, Newcastle 

upon Tyne 
Lirtiespoy, Mania Axx, Lower Close, Norwich. July 10. Cozens-Hardy, Norwich 
Macvowett, Sir Avexasver Faevericx, Hackbridge, Surrey, K.C.B., retired Lieutenant 

General. June 30. Crosse & Sons, Lancaster pl 
Macovurr, Karuanixe Crawronv, Tunbridge Wells. June 20. Irvine & Co, Hart st, 

Mark lane 
Martey, Wittsam, Brunswick sqr, Camberwell, Gent. June 30, Bird & Eldridge, Gt 

James st, Bedford row : 
Moox, Samve., Truro, Basket Maker. June 12. T B Davey & @M Downing, 21, Ferris 

"Town, Truro 
Mupie, Cuaries Eowanp, Maresfield grds, » Mamgutens, Librarian. June 30. Clasham 

& Fitch, Devonshire sqr, Bishopsg 
Nicnoisox, Fiza Jase, tole Chelteniem July 20. Watson, Linooln’s inn fields 
Paiaen, Rosent Samvuct, Bath, Esq. July 1. Palmer & Co, Trafalgar sqr 
Park, Guonor, East Barkwith, Lincs, Gent. July 14. Tweed & Co., Lincoln 
Barun, Rev. Avoten, D.D., Lansdowne rd, Kensington Park. July 1. Tartant & 

ackicll, Walbroo! 
Tuorsitey, Jons, Wem, Salop, Timber Merchant, June 24. Cliurke & Sons, Shrewsbury 
Warren, Josven Crrmens, Shrewsbury. June2i. H. L. Walter, 10, Clairmont hill, 
Shrewsbury 





Wixcn, Buxsamix Vixy, Heigham, Norwich, Gent. June 13, Coaks & Co., Norwich 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avsop, WILLIAM, a Glam, Draper Cardiff Pet 
May 25 Ord May 

Ane Grorce i> LuinG, Gresham House, Promoter 
of Companies a urt at & ril7 Ord May 25 

Asuc etl sie est Dulwich, Civil 

Engineer High Court vet May 27 Ord May 27 

Camps, Watrer Tuomas, Fen Ditton, Cambs, Labourer 
Cambridge Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Carsey, Hesry, Romford Stratford, Builder High 
Court Pet April 23 Ord May 26 

C.iurrersuck, Henry, Cinderford, Glos, Grocer Glouces- 
ter Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Cotitetrt, WituiaM Ricnarpson, Barwick in Elmet, Yorks, 
Blacksmith York Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Davies, Dante., Cilyewm, oy Farmer Car- 
marthen Pet May 25 Ord May 

p’ ALAVENE, A M., Camden rd igh Court Pet Feb 4 
Ord Ma: 

Epwarps, Soa Le gritig oy Mon, Grocer Newport, 
Mon Pet May 25 

Epwarps, WILtrAM Jouy, inarwent, Glos, Boot Manu- 
facturer Bristol Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Exuis, Jouy, Bethesda, a Draper Bangor 
Pet May 27 “Ord May 27 

Fisuer, Wittiam, 8t Helen’s, Lancs, oan Victualler 
Liverpool Pet May 25 Ord May 2¢ 

Fiercuer, BaLpwiy, _. st, ‘Accountant High Court 
Pet May 25 Ord May 2 

Gr AV ES, CLAUDE, ecru Gent Portsmouth Pet May 

25 Ord May 29 
GouLp, Grorce, Cheltenham, Fly Proprietor Cheltenham 
et May 2/ Ord May 27 

Siaer ELL, JOHN, Woodstock, Innkeeper Oxford Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 

IsGram, GeorGe WILLIAM _ Dare Carter King’s 
Lynn Pet May 27 Ord Ma’ 

Jarvis, Epmunp, Bitterne, Hate Baker etre: sane 
Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Lawrence, R 8, Hotel = Pad ole, Northumberland av enu2’ 
Gent High Court Pet / pril 21 Ord May 27 

Lewis, LLewEtyy, Dinas, Glam, Contractor Pontypridd 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Macvarey, Perer, and Wittiam Joun Parrersoy, Man- 
chore, Warehousemen Manchester Pet May 27 

ay 27 

Stine James, King’s Norton, Worcs, Draper Bir- 
mingham Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Mc Kenzie, ALEXANDER, High Barnet, Middlesex, Potato 
Salesman High Court Pet May7 Ord May 27 

Moore, Rosert, York, Earthenware Dealer York Pet 
May25 Ord May Ps) 

Moroans, Rees, Llandovery, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


OsweLL, Povey, The Eagles Hotel, Lianf: in — | 


js Innkeeper Newtown "Pet 

a 

Posen Witiiam Francis, Gonaty Haymarket High 
Court Pet April 29 Ord May 

Parker, Rosert, Billericay, eal late Cattle Dealer 
Chelmsford Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Rayys, Tuomas, and Wittiam Rayys, Barwell, Leics, 
Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet May 11 Ord 


ay 26 Ord 


May 25 
Reminetox, Hersert, Aston juxta Birmingham, Com- 
mercial Traveller Birmingham Pet y 26 Ord 


y 25 

Rivspa E, Joun James, Boroughbridge, Yorks, late Tailor 
Yorks Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Rorssier, AMANDUS FERDINAND, Ips a, Corn Merchant 
Ipswich Pet May 25 Ord May 2¢ 

Sarnspury, Freperick J Ames, baruiag, Brushmaker Burn- 
ley Pe t May 27 Ord May 27 

SaxpERs, JAMES, ae, Tailor Birmingham Tet 
May 12 Ord May 

Searie, Tuomas, Great ‘Church lane, aa, Corn 
Chandler Edmonton Pet Feb 16 Ord May 

Srewarrt, A C, Gillingham st, Victoria st, of no a 
High ‘Comt Pet Apr 20 ‘Ord May 25 

Tasxgr, Tuomas, Dartmouth Park hill, Dartmouth Park, 

m Merchant High Cowt Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Tat me Seem, York, Plumber York Pet May 2; Ord 
id y 26 

Tuomas, WiIL.iAmM, Aberbeeg, pipet, Mon, Farmer 
Tredegar Pet May 26 Ord May 2 

Seemter ee J ams J, West i dl Wilts Frome Pet Feb 25 Ord 


y 2 
Tvss, lerusa, Camberley, Surrey, Painter Guildford and 
Godalming Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Waker, Josern Tuomas, Harrogate, Grocer York Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 
Watkterr, Tuomas Forrester, Stoke upon Trent, 
aa pee Stoke upon Trent Pet May 26 Ord 
May 26 
Wixs, Tuomas, Leeds, Cloth Fuller Leeds Pet May 27 
Ord May 27 
The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 26. 
Arrvesy, James, Birmingham, Jeweller Birmingham [Pct 
May 2 Ord May 22 


‘Apr 11 Ord Ma: 


Curaiz, Henry Josep mae pry on Tyne, Manufacturer of | Davies, omg Carmarthenshire, Farmer Car- 
Patent Medicines June § at 12 Off Rec, Pink lane, marthen B’ Ort May 
Pet Feb 10 


— va. a foe East Stonehouse 
Ma: 3 Ord 


Newcastle on on Tyne | Durex, ooh, A 
Darnty, -Tuomas, Plymouth, Bootmaker June 5 at 3.15 | Ord Feb 25 
10, Athenzeum ter, Pl: 


ith 
Druce, Jutivs Wyatt, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor June 


9at1 33, st, Lincoln’s inn fi | Bowanos, ad [ses Gener Newport, 
Epecomse, James, Jeweller June 5 at 2.30 10, | Mon Pet P-5) y 25 

Athenzeum terr, | Exuis, Map'a7 Carnarvonshire, Draper Bangor 
Epw Ty Joux, Pontnewyaydd,_ Mo . ge ome 8 at | 2 ag i, Clondesey Dl, Li 

1.30 chmbrs. m ewport, LLIs, Joseru, Cloudesley 

Mon 3 | Shoemaker High Pet Mach 10 Or 16 Ord Stay 33 

june ww Eg ae Tonle th, te | roa Wittian, St = Holens! Lancs, Licensed a. 
une 5 Off Rec, em} mbrs, Tem 
s 4 Provision Dealer Liverpool 


avenu | Franks, Avrrep, Li 
Sense Epwis Parsons, Leicester, Aerated Water | Pet A) Ord May 27 f 
Manufacturer June 5 at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, | Franks, RL Se pen nant High Court 
Leicester Pet May 7 Ord May 27 s 
Exsouisu, Joux, Hereford, Farmer June 19 at 10.15 2, | | Gout, GrorGE, Fly Proprietor Cheltenham 
st, — Builder 


Offa st, Hereford Pet May 7 Ord May 27 
Freemax, Henry, and Isract Freemay, Liverpool, | | Goup, WM Ken rd, High 

Tailors June lilat3 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liver- | Pet 17 Ord May 26 

pool | Haxweut, Jony, Wi Innkeeper Oxford Pet May 
Froceatr, Wituiam, Gaolford, Ludlow, Salop, Innkeeper | 23 Ord 

June 15 at 10 12, Corn sq, oa Jous, Drapers’ gdns High Court Pet Jan 23 
Graves, CLAUDE, Southsea, Gent June 15 at 4 Off Rec, | 

Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth | —- Gxgnce Wiiiam, a, Cambs, Carpet King’s 
Hvueues, Cameron, & Co., New Broad st House, Stock | he 7 Pet May 27 rm, Desir 

Dealers June 9 at 12 ‘Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, | ae Lg Holborn, in Works of Art High 

Lincoln’s inn fields y13 Ord Ma 
es Lyv1A, High Holborn, Dealer in Works of Art Sane | Lavpetity yet Mas Durham, Buon Durham Pet May 
0 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 5 en 
Jay, y Argyle pl, Regent st, 5 Trimming Im- Marswart, CHaxces aw, and Grorce Wartsox 
porter 


June 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal | Draxe, late Bryant st, West a Sa Stratf 
st, Lincoln’s inn —_— High Court pol a 
Joxers, James, Leicester, Draper June 8at3 Off Rec, 34, 
Friar lane, Leicester | Meunywnarnen, ALFRED, Pet Apel Or es, Builder 
Kiyng, Ricnarp Wi um, Jarrow, Durham, Hatter oun 7 


10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
Moore, Rosert, York, Earthenware Dealer June 10 at 
11.30 Off Ree, York 
oo. Maria Caruertne Deacoy, Redcliffe gdns, | 


Kingston, ang Ord A) 
Moore, Rosesrt, i, Se Ord Apel 3h ES 
May 25 Ord May 


y 
Moreans, Rees, Landover, Carmarthen, -—y~ gma 
Victualler Carmarthen aa « ae 


house Keeper June 10 at 1 33, Carey st, | Morris, Georce, Wimbledon, Surrey, C soos 

Lincoln's inn fields | "Pet’April 3. Ord May 

Orvrennemm, Erxest, Leadenhall st, Merchant June 10 at | Nicuot.s, J T, Money Lender High Court Pet 
ll 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields April Ord May 27 

Parisn, Georce Henry, West Bromwich, out of business | | Crossman, ‘— , oS ceaion Gent High Court Pet 
June 8 at 10.45 County Court, West Bromwich 

Parersoy, Tuomas Hanpex, Newcastle on Tyne, Provision | ats... ay a oe Toa schgunary, Innkeeper 
Merchant June 8 atil1 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle Newtown  < 26 Ord May 2 
on Tyne Parker, Seecns, Biletion a Soe, Essex, Cattle Dealer Chelms- 

ford Pet May 25 May 25 


Perry, Francis, Alexandra rd, Wood Green, Tottenham, 
Builder June 5 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, | |, PATERSON, Tuomas Hanpet, Newcastle on Tyne, Pro- 
Temple avenue vision Merchant 


Newcastle on Tyne Pet May1 Ord 
Raynys, Tuomas, and Wituiam Rayys, Barwell, Leics, Boot | May 25 
Manufacturers June 8 at 12 Off Rec, 84, Friar lane, | Resixetoy, Hersert, Aston juxta Rutan. Com- 
Leicester mercial Traveller Birmingham Pet y 26 Ord 
Rippick, Wirtram Cromweri, Godalming, Surrey, | May 27 
Builder June 9 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, Lon- Reyxoips, Epwarv, Bedworth, Warwickshire, Bootmaker 
don Bridge Covent Mayi1 Ord May 27 
Ripspa.e, Joun James, Porougnbeiige, Yorks, late Tailor | Bemapase, OHN JAMES, ae Yorks, late Tailor 
June 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, York Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
erg EN, Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer June i7 at | | Rorssunn, Ama AMANDUS ene he Corn Merchant 
1 wich 


‘Hall, Blaenau Festiniog Ps ag eg 
Runcremay, Any, Cathcart West Brompton, Widow | Savnpers, Bows, Gra rafton ee entish Town, Cheese- 


June 11 at 230 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields monger Court Pet May 21 Ord May 25 
Scorr, Ropertr Henry, ‘alico Printer June | Starkey, Axtuoxy Epear, Wells, Public house 
5at3 Off Rec, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester Broker Tunbridge wale Pet yll Ord May 25 


Ssmitn, Henry Roper, Barrow in Furness 
at 12.30 21, Railway approach, "London Bridge Pet —¢! aap 2 

Srarke, Exriten, —— illiner June Isat 3.30 Off Srerness, Joux Hat, ew | Brewers’ Agent Here- 
Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth ford Pet April 27 Ord May 26 

Srarkey, Antruoxy EpcGar, Tunbridge Wells, Public — York, Plumber York Pet May 26 Ord 


House Broker June 5 at $3.5 —— & Reeves, 
Mount Pleasant, Tunbri ells, K Taume, Wiiiam, Ree oo Mon, Farmer 
Pet May 26 oe 
ae Guildford and 


Surrey, Gent June 9 STEEL, Josern, Ulverston, Shoemaker 


| SrernEns, Jous =, ea Ser ae 19 at 10 | 
2, Offa st, Hereford Tvuss, Estuer, Camberey, Surrey 

Srockwet., Samus, Blackburn, Grocer June 24 atl A, 8. Ord May 25 
County Court house, Blackburn 


Sumpter, Herpert, Alde te st, wot Denier June 10 at ectioner Stokeupon Trent Pet 


2.30 33, Carey st, ’s inn ti Wanerxe, H B, late ear ge — Hill, Gent 
| Tare, Witi1aM, York, Plumber June 10 at 10.30 Off High Court Pet Ma Ord 
| Ree, York Wom, ay} Leeds, » eds Pet May 27 
Tuomas, Jacos, Cwmcarne, Mon, Grocer Junes at 11 Off Ord May 27 


on, 
, Council chmbrs, Corn st Newport, Mon 
Tustix, Wavrer Harry, ‘Abingdon, Berks, ove June | The follo amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
10 at 11.30 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford “iished in the London Gazette, Ma May 22. 





Waker, Joseen Tuomas, Harrogate, Grocer June 8 at 2 | Kxranr, Cuanizs Hexry, Littlehampton, Auctioncer 
Ww x... heen? nod J, Gerard st, Soho, Gent June 11 at 12 weg dA me dy 
| 33, Coney Li coy elegy > og g  - Gazette—Tvurspay, June 2. 


Wittovonny, 1nomas, Redruth, Cornwall, Builder June RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Gat lo Off Boscawen st, Truro iA : 3, 
Wiss, Mavnice, , Lancs, Wholesale Green- | ARrox, Moss, London rd, Southwark, Furniture Dealer 


orden. High Pet 3 
= June 18 at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Arrnitt, Groros tape a Ord Mi May Grocer Ports- 


| 





urnley mouth Pet May 28 Ord Mey 8 
ADJUDICATIONS. | Bamper, Cuartes, Wainfleet ‘Saints, Lincs, Plumber 
mar Nie ae st, Solicitor High | Boston Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
yar ay 25 Cuances, Colchester, lier Colchest 
| Axsor, WILLIAM, , Glam, Draper Cardiff Pet Dorr May 30. Ord May's = oe 


May 25 Ord May 
| Arriesy, a Biringhm, Jeweller Birmingham Pet | 
| May'l2 Ord Ma 
Ber, Preston, Branston Fen, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln Pet 


Bromiey, Jou, Lanes, Contractor Oldham 
Pet May Ord Rt 2 
Bonses, & A; Cae , Draper Cardiff Pet March 25 Ord 


CArryy, ns Redhill, Surrey, formerly Tailer Croydon 





Bisnor, Warrr ron siete, Somerset, Butcher | Pet 28 Ord May 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. Bristol May 19 Pet Ma: Couuer, G HC, Essex, Mineral ae Manu- 
A.priper, Wavrer, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber June 10 | Camps, Wavrer Tuomas, Fen Bitton, Cambs, Lab facti Edmonton Oct BD Ord 
at 1.30 — ‘ « Head Hotel, Horsham Cambridge Pet ny; 4 25 we May 25 ' CosTRite, J ames Hows, Northampton, 
Auuey, Anruur B lord, Glos, Grocer Gl Cont: Northampton Pet May 25 Ord May 29 


at 2. 30 33, Carey st, ‘Lincoln’ s inn ‘fields 

Borromiry, Horatio, Catherine st, Strand, late Managing | 
Director of the Hansard Publishing Union June 12 at | 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields | 

Burnet, Pency Groner, 9 Cabinet Maker June 
Sat3 Of Ree, M4, Friar lane, Leicester 

Cavs, Waurer Tuomas, Fen Ditton, Cambs, Labourer 
June 8at12 Off Reo, 5, Petty C uy, Cambri dye | 

Cotrerr, Wintiam Ricttanvsoy, Bar rwick in Elmet, Yorks, | 
Blacksmith June 10 at 1.90 Otf Rec, Yorks 


ARROW, Moorgute st, Solicitor June 12 |e et May’ 10 og ce ner 





| Earray, Avruur Ervest Riera Mey rd, Forest a, 
Bank Clerk Ord 


| Cumaire 1LLIAM nn Barwick in ant, Yorks, | ; High Court Pet 
Blacksmith York Pet May 26 Ord Ma . 
Coutcurn, Rowert W atroun, Gonthampeen bags, es =O rt Mags ents ewes “York 
lane, Law Stationer High Court “oy ine Pus 18, Boos, , Milliner Northampton 
'y Pet Apr 30 ond Mae on 
Currixprren, Joux, Fulshaw, nr Wilmslow, Cheshire, | , Leamington Priors, Stationer Warwick 
‘Tailor Stockport Pet Aprat 0 Ord May 2 Pace May 23 "Ord May 3s et 


Darsoyx, Tuomas, Dalton in Furness, Shoemaker Barrow | Go » W 7 ore Shoemaker 
in Furness Pet May 5 Ord May'26 “wick Pee May 23 Ord May 25 “Baa ™ 
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Granane, A. H. E., late of Egerton gins High Court Pet 
Jan 20 Ord May 15 

Hawnps, Goopman, Kineton, Warwickshire, Baker War- 
wick Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Hesry, Wiriram, Crosby sq, Wine Merchant High Court 
Pet April16 Ord May 15 

Hoppixott, Hven Groner, Stratford Sub Castle, Wilts, 
aa Dairyman Salisbury Pet May 28 Ord 

y 28 


Howes, Georce Girrarp, Littleborough, Lancs, Tai or 
Oldham May 29 Ord May 29 

Hvucues, Epwarp Asrauam, Southsea,{Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet May 28 Ord May 28 F 

Jerrs, Epwarp James, Langham st, Portland pl, Furrier 
High Court Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

JERRARD, MicHaet, isbury, Builder Salisbury, Pet 
May 29 May 29 

Joity, Amprose, Hyde, Cheshire, Miller Ashton under 
Lyne and Stalybridge Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Ksieut, Ernest Cuares, Upper Mitcham, Surrey, Builder 

Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Losestarr, Witi1am, Middlesborough, Boat Builder 
iddlesborough Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Mercer, Tuomas, New Clee, Lines, Owner of Fishing 
Great Grimsby Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Neesom, Samvet Artuur, Leeds, Piovision Dealer's 
Assistant Leeds Pet May28 Ord May 28 

Noap, Hesry Canpex, West Norwood, Surrey, Surgeon 
Croydon Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Ricuarps, Exviezer, Potnypridd, Glam, Tallow Chandler 
Pon‘ idd Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

SavacGe, Hersert, Yorktown, Camberley, Surrey, Stationer 
Guildford and Godalming Pet May27 Ord May 27 

Siupsox, Joux, Smallithorne, Staffs, General Furnisher 
Hanley, Burslem, and Tunstall Pet May 29 Ord 
May 29 

Saurru, Georce Samvet Joux Porter, and Harry Simon 
pe Norwich, Builders Norwich Pet May 29 

29 


Ord May 

Srocxs, WiturasM, Leeds, Manufacturing Confectioner 
Leeds Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Tayior, Atrrep, Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Vavenas, Hesry Lewis, Little Sampford Rectory, Essex, 

ger of firm of Wine Merchants HighCourt Pet 
April 30 Ord May 28 

Waxe, Georcr Witiiam, Moseley, King’s Norton, Worcs, 
Bui'der Birmingham Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Wessrer, Georce Howe, Portslade, Sussex, Builder's 
Foreman Brighton Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Atreitt, Grorce Freperick, Southsea, Grocer June 16 
at 4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

Bez, Prestox, Branston Fen, Lincs, Farmer June 11 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Bortos, James Cuartes, Great St Helen’s, Accountant 
June 15 at 11 35, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

‘Ciaxtos, Georce Tuomas, Moorgate st, Solicitor June 15 
at12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

‘Cictrrersvck, Hexry, Cinderford, Glos, Grocer June 9 at 
12 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Dussos, Atrrep, Gt Missenden, Bucks, Innkeeper June 13 
at 1130 1, St Aldate’s Oxford, 

Dormer, Micnaet Frevericx, Balham, Surrey, Artists’ 
Colourman June 10 at 2.30 24, Railway app, London 


Dussi11, Jerewsan Warrer, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
June 10 at 11 Off Rec, 22. Park row, Leeds 

Exetaxp, Joux, Boroughbridge, Yorks, Saddler June 11 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Yorks 

Faruer, Evwix, Charterhouse bldgs, Millinery Manu- 
facturer June 12at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Feaxxtox, Jonx. Leamington Priors, Stationer June 11 at 
2 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Parra, Casares Epwaxpv, Gainsborough, Mechanic June 
liat12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Garpxer, Witi1AM, the younger, Leeds, Boot Manufacturer 
June ll at il Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Go.tpsy, WitiiaM, Stratford upon Avon, Shoemaker June 
llat 12.30 Off Ree, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 

Gotip, Groroe, Cheltenham, Fly Proprietor June 9 at 
4.15 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

Haswett, Joux, Woodstock, Innkeeper June9 at 11.90 

St Aldate’s, Oxf: 


June 11 at 11. Off Rec, Salis- 





Hout, Wii1amM, Redland, Bristol, ter June 10 at 
2.45 Off Rec, Bank brs, B: 

Hvucues, Evwarp Apranam, Southsea, Builder June 16 at 
3 Off Rec, Cambridge June, High st, Portsmouth 

Janvis, Epwwwp, Bitterne, Hants, Baker June 16 at2 Off 
Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 

Kurecer, Pavt Louis Freperick, and Wi.tiam Henry 
Waxrixe, Birmingham, Artists’ Material Dealers June 
12at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham ’ 

Kriecet, Paut Lovis Frepenrick (Separate Estate),¢Bir- 
mingham, Artists’ Material Dealer June 12at 11 25, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Mansuart, Wrii1am, the younger, Blackwater, Southamp- 
ton, Coal Merchant June 12at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
London Bridge 

Mixes, Anruur Husert, Richmond, Surrey, Grocer June 
10 at 3.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Mites, James, Street, Somerset, Engineer June 10 at 2 

Ree, Bank chmbrs, Bristol 

Morris, Georce, Wimbledon, Surrey, Clerk June 10 at 
11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Norris, Cuartes Baker, South Norwood, Surrey, Plumber 
June 10 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, London 
Bridge 

O.puam, F axk Eryest, Reading, Ironmonger June 9 at 
3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Parker, Rosert, Billericay, Essex, late Cattle Dealer 
June 9 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Perrir, Witttat Miyty, Newport st, Lambeth walk, 
China Merchant June 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bldngs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rosenserc, Estuer, St Paul’s rd, Canonbury, Wholesale 
Jeweller June 8 at 3 Off Rec for the Birmingham 
District, 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Sarsssury, Freperick James, Burnley, Brush Maker 
June 18 at 2.15 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Sourncate, Eruram Samvet_ Georcr, Barney, Norfolk, 
Grocer June 13 at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Watkterr, Tuomas Forrester, Stoke upon Trent, Con- 
fectioner June 16 at 10 Off Rec, Newcastle under 
Lyme 

Wanixe, Wittiam Henry (Separate Estate), Birmingham, 
Artists’ Material Dealer June 12 at 11 25, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 29. 


Ronerts, Owen, Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer June 18 at 
1 Market Hall, Blaenau Festiniog 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


o 


Crawrorp, Atice Mary, Liverpool, Hatter Liverpoof 
Pet May 4 Ord May 30 : 

Cross, Tuomas, Bramley, ur Leeds, Gent Leeds Pet Apr 
15 Ord May 30 

Currie, Henry Josern. Felling on Tyne, Manufacturers of 
aan Medicines Neweastle on Tyne Pet May 21 Ord 

y 27 

Dauce, Jutius Wyatt, Queen Victoria st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Apr21 Ord May 29 

Eartay, Artaur Eryest Ricuarp, Tylney rd, Forest 
Gate, Bank Clerk High Court Pet May 2) Ord 
May 29 

ENGLAND, Joun, Boroughbridge, Yorks, Saddler York 
Pet May 23 Ord May 28 

Futver, Grorce Jouy, Gresham st, Surveyor High Court 
Pet Feb 12 Ord May 29 

Guiapwin, Emity, Bognor, Sussex, Frilling Manufacturer 
High Court Pet May 22 Ord May 29 

Gotosy, Wriuiam, Stratford upon Avon, Shoemaker 
Warwick Pet May 25 Ord May 29 

Graves, CLaupE, Southsea, Gent Portsmouth Pet May 
26 Ord May 27 

Hats, James Parverr Horney, late Courtfield gdns, South 
Kensington, Stock Dealer High Court Pet April 15 
Ord May 29 

Hewett, E H, Trafalgar sq, Chelsea, late Consul at Old 
Calabar High Court Pet March 2) Ord May 28 

Hoppixotrt, Hucu Georce, Stratford Sub Castle, Wilts, 
Working Dairyman Salisbury Pet May 28 Ord 
May 28 

Hueurs, Eowarp Aprauam, Southsea, Builder Ports- 
mouth Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

HuGues, Joun, Aldershot, Builder Guildford and Godal- 
ming Pet Feb 26 Ord May 23 

Jerrs, Eowarp James, Langham st, Portland pl, Furrier 
High Court Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Lewis, LLeweE.tyy, Dinas, Glam, Contractor Pontypridd 
Pet May 26 29 

Lonestarr, Wit1tiam, Middlesborough, Boat Builder 
Middlesborough Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

MarsHA.L, WiLttAM, the younger, Blackwater, Southamp- 
ton, Coal Merchant Guildford and Godalming Pet 
May 9 Ord May 28 

Mercer, Tuomas, lew Clee, Lincs, Owner of a Fishing 
Vessel Great Grimsby Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Negesom, Samvet Arruur, Leeds, Provision Dealer's 
Assistant Leeds Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

OvpuaM, Frank Enyest, Reading, Ironmonger Reading 
Pet May 19 Ord May 28 

Pottarp, Tuomas, Halifax, Pork Butcher Halifax Pet 
May 23 Ord May 28 

Roserts, Owen, Festiniog, Merioneth, Grocer Blaenau 





Asucrort, Perer, Croxted rd, West Dulwich, Civil 
Engineer High Court Pet May 27 Ord May 2) 

Arrritt, Grorce Frepericx, Southsea, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Arwoop, Fraxcis Wiiuiam, Maida vale, Kilburn, Gent 
High Court Pet Dec 5 Ord May 28 

Basser, Cuaries, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincs, Plumber 
Boston Pet May 26 Ord May 30 

Bottos, James Cuaries, Gt St Helens, Accountant High 
Court Pet April 14 Ord May 29 


Bortres, ALrrep Cuarves, Colchester, Jeweller, Colchester | 


Pet May 29 Ord May 29 

Bevstox, James Rovert, and James Barstoxe, Queen 
Victoria st, Tailors High Court Pet April 25 Ord 
May 28 

Carryx, Ropert, Redhill, Surrey, formerly Tailor Croy- 
don Pet May27 Ord May 28 

Cones, Rose Aynre, Brighton, Boarding house Keeper 
Brighton Pet Jan2 Ord May 29 





Festiniog Pet May 19 Ord May 28 

| Russet, Jounxn Epwarp, Donhead St Mary, Wilts, Wheel- 

| wright Salisbury Pet May16 Ord May 30 

SarnsBpuRY, Freperick James, Burnley, Brushmaker 
mts | Pet May 27 Ord May 28 

Sanpenrs, James, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham Pet 
May 12 Ord May 30 

Surra, Georce Samvet Joun Porrer, and Harry Simoy 
Wartutxc, Norwich, Builders Norwich Pet May 2) 
Ord May 30 

Sairu, Henry Ropert, Godalming, Surrey, Gent Godal- 
ming Pet March5 Ord May 27 

| Srarvorp, Samuet James, Bath, late Provision Merchant 
Bath Pet April 29 Ord May 8 

Srocxs, Wiriuiam, Leeds, Manufacturing Confectioner 

Leeds Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Wirkes, Tuomas Jouyx, Farnborough, Hants, Draper 
Guildford and Godalming Pet April 23 Ord May 23 

Worrraucn, Witiiam, Gt Alie st, Whitechapel High 
Court Pet March9 Ord May 29 : 


PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c 


SPINK & SON, Gotpsmirus anp Stivexsmirus, 1 anp 2, GracecHuncu-street, Cornutt, 
Loxpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuraTeLyY ApPrRatse the above for the 
1, ‘ord 4 2 : 4 . ns 
Hoporsort, Hucn Geonce, Stratford Sub Castle, Wilts, LeGAL Prorgsston or puncuase the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


3s, CORNHILI. LONDON, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. Paid-up Capital, £846,665. Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


GEORGE BURNAND, Ex. 
JOHN CUNLIFFE, Enq. 
ROGER CUNLIFFE, Fax. 


uditors : 


DIRECTORS. 


WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Fasq., Chairman. 
FREDERICK CHALMERS, Faq. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXA‘, Enq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Ea: 


j . | 
JAMES MORTON BELL, Eay.; JOKEPH ROBERT MORRISON, Exaq. 
Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Exq. 


A 
Manager: WILLIAM HANCOCK, Eaq. Sib-Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, Esq. 
Pankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION 14\NK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





{ QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
DUNCAN MACNEILL, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


oney received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the 


Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


investments in, and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 


urrent Market Rates, and for 
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